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* DISCLAIMER

This report was prepared as an account of work sponsored by an agency of the United PRV
States Government. Neither the United States Government nor any agency thereof, nor - CR e e
any of their employees, make any warranty, express or implied, or assumes any legal liabili-
ty or responsibility for the accuracy, completeness, or usefulness of any information, appa-
ratus, product, or process disclosed, or represents that its use would not infringe privately
owned rights. Reference herein to any specific commercial product, process, or service by
trade name, trademark, manufacturer, or otherwise does not necessarily constitute or
imply its endorsement, recommendation, or favoring by the United States Government or
any agency thereof. The views and opinions of authors expressed herein do not necessar-
ily state or reflect those of the United States Government or any agency thereof.
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INTRODUCTION
|

The Ecological Monitoring Program (EcMP) was designed to investigate the long-term
ecological trends in terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems at the U.S. Department of Energy’s
(DOE’s) Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site (Site) (DOE 1993). Field sampling
was conducted during 1993, 1994, and 1995, until the program was terminated in late
1995. This report presents the terrestrial vegetation data that were gathered by the EcMP.

The Site is located on the Colorado Piedmont, east of the Front Range, between Boulder
and Golden, approximately 25 km (16 miles) northwest of Denver. The topography and
proximity of the Site to the mountain front result in an interesting mixture of prairie and
mountain plant species. The Site is one of the few large, relatively undisturbéd areas of
its kind that remains along the Colorado Piedmont. Until 1989, the primary mission of
the Site was the production of nuclear weapons components (DOE 1993). After produc—
tion ceased, Site personnel shifted their focus to cleanup and closure.

Prior to the EcMP program, ecological studies at the Site included a botanical inventory
done in the early 1970s (Weber 1974) and a plant community/ordination study, which
produced an early vegetation map of the Site (Clark et al. 1980). Colorado State Uni-
versity conducted a variety of radionuclide studies on various ecosystem components
(Jarvis 1991; Whicker et al. 1990). During 1991, a baseline wildlife and vegetation study
was done to provide ecological information on the plant, animal, and aquatic communi-
ties at the Site (DOE 1992). Additionally, ecological data were gathered for specific
Operable Units (OUs) to comply with the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) and Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act (RCRA).

Since the termination of the EcMP program, monitoring of plant communities at the Site
has continued based on a re-evaluation of data quality objectives. Specifically, vegetation
monitoring objectives have been modified to address the DOE’s goal of proactively man-
aging land use at the Site to protect ecological resources. Both qualitative and quantita-
tive monitoring of identified high-value vegetation communities, and of the results of
weed control and controlled burns; are currently underway (K-H 1997a). In addition, the
tall upland shrubland community (an unusual shrubland community found at the Site,
which had not been examined previously) was inventoried and characterized in 1996 (K-
H-1997b). The results of ongoing monitoring efforts will be presented in future Site
vegetation reports.
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EcMP TERRESTRIAL VEGETATION STUDY OBJECTIVES

As stated in the EcMP program plan (DOE 1993), the objectives of the terrestrial vegeta-
tion module were to “characterize the composition, distribution, and production of the
major plant communities at the Site.” Information gathered by the program was to be
used to examine patterns and natural spatial and temporal variations within and between
plant communities at the Site and in comparison to surrounding bioregions. It was also to
provide information to document temporal and spatial changes in the plant communities
that may have been related to past land use management practices or disturbances.

The program was not designed as a comprehensive vegetation inventory and was not
intended to sample all the plant communities at the Site. Instead, it subjectively focused
on those communities identified in the baselme study (DOE 1992) as spatially important
or representative (xeric mixed grassland and mesic mixed grassland), biologically i 1mpor-
tant or umque (npanan woodland) and d1sturbed (reclaimed grassland). - L :

PURPOSE

The purpose of this report is to summarize and interpret the species richness, cover, and
biomass data collected for the EcMP from the xeric mixed grassland, mesic mixed grass-
land, riparian woodland, and reclaimed grassland communities during the field seasons of
1993, 1994, and 1995. Plant nutrient data were collected only in 1993. These data are
described in the 1994 EcMP annual report (DOE 1994), and are not discussed in this
report.

QUESTIONS

A number of questions relating to the vegetation were proposed for investigation in the
EcMP program plan (DOE 1993). Some of these questions were addressed in the 1994
and 1995 EcMP annual reports (DOE 1994, 1995a). Others were not addressed because
insufficient data were available at the time the program was terminated. Therefore, the
following questions from the 1994 and 1995 EcMP annual reports are addressed in sum-
marizing the three years of ECMP terrestrial vegetation data:

m How does species richness vary among the plant communities sam-
pled?

»  How do basal cover and plant foliar cover vary among the plant com-
munities sampled?

m How does plant productivity (biomass) vary among the plant com-
munities sampled?

In addition, the following questions are addressed in this report:
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Are any trends or changes evident in the data over the three-year
period?

Do the data reveal any special concerns or issues with regard to spe-
cific plant communities?




METHODS |
L _______________________________________________ ]

EcMP TERRESTRIAL STUDY SITES

The plant communities sampled by the EcMP were organized along a soil moisture
(hydrologic) gradient ranging from xeric (dry) to mesic (moderate moisture) to hydric
(wet). This approach followed the plant community classification that was outlined in the
baseline study (DOE 1992), which identified xeric (xeric mixed grassland), mesic (mesic
mixed grassland), and hydric (riparian community) communities at the Site. Twelve
sampling sites (approximately 2 hectares each) were selected, three for each hydrologic
gradient classification. One site for each hydrologic classification was placed in each of

the major watersheds (Rock Creek, Walnut Creek, and Smart Ditch) at the Site’ (Figure .~~~

1). Woman Creek was not used as a watershed, because it was considered. a
“contaminated,” or affected, area and the ECMP was designed to focus on “unaffected” - -

areas that would not be disturbed by remediation activities, which (at that time) were -

projected to start soon. In addition, three sites were also located in the reclaimed grass-
land (an old agricultural area), which prior to cultivation, was probably mesic mixed
grassland. All three of the reclaimed sites were located in one watershed (Smart Ditch),
because no other areas at the Site had been tilled and subsequently revegetated. The
sample site codes, community type, and watershed designations for the 12 sites are shown
in Table 1 (all tables are found following the References). The locations of the EcMP
sampling sites are shown in Figure 1.

METHODS OVERVIEW

Within each site, five 50-m transects were randomly located and permanently marked.
The types of vegetation sampling conducted each year (1993-1995) at the ECMP sites are
shown in Table 2.

A general description of the species richness, cover, and biomass sampling follows. For
greater detail, see the Ecological Monitoring Program, Final Program Plan (DOE 1993)
and the Environmental Management Operating Procedures Manual, Volume V, Ecology,
5-51200-OPS-EE (DOE 1995b). The plant nutrient analyses are not described in this
report, because the resulting data are not included (see DOE 1994).

SPECIES RICHNESS (BELT TRANSECTS)

Species richness was determined in a 2-m-wide belt centered along the length of the 50-m
transect. Every plant species within the 100-m? area was recorded and its phenological
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state noted. In addition, the densities of the woody plant stems and cactus species were
recorded. Species richness was measured both in the spring and late summer to provide a
more complete species list for the entire growing season. Belt transects were sampled at
all 12 sites.

Species richness data were summarized by generating a species list for each site and each
community. In addition, other species richness variables were calculated from the species
lists.

COVER (POINT-INTERCEPT TRANSECTS)

.+... Basal cover and foliar cover estimates were made using a pomt-mtercept method along
. " the 50-m transects in late summer (fall) sampling. A 2-m-long rod (0.25-inch diameter)
.~ was dropped vertically at 50-cm increments along the transect to record a-total of:100 - .-
... -intercept points. Two types of hits were recorded. Basal cover hits were. Tecorded based
" on what was_hit by the rod at the ground surface. Hits could be vegetation (live plants) .
litter (fallen dead material), rock (pebbles and cobbles that were greater than the rod
diameter), bare ground, or water—in that order of pnonty—-—based on the protection from
erosion provided by each type of cover. Basal vegetation hits were recorded only if the
rod was touching the stem or crown of the plant where it entered the ground. Foliar
vegetation hits were recorded in three categories defined by height and growth form. The
topmost hit of each growth form was recorded. The growth forms measured were herba-
ceous, woody <2 m high, and woody >2 m high. Point-intercept sampling was conducted

at all 12 sites.

Basal cover data were reported as total percent cover of vegetation, litter, rock, bare
ground, and water. Foliar cover data were reported as frequency, relative cover, and
absolute cover for each species encountered. Frequency was defined as the percent of
transects along which a species occurred, out of the possible five sampled at a specific
site. Absolute cover was the percentage of the number of hits on a species out of the total
number of hits possible at a site (500). Relative cover was the number of hits on a spe-
cies, relative to the total number of vegetative hits per site (i.e., the percent of vegetative
cover the species represented).

BIOMASS (PRODUCTION PLOT)

Biomass sampling was conducted during late summer at the nine grassland sites only. No
biomass sampling was conducted in the riparian community because of the difficulty and
destructive nature of sampling woody vegetation for biomass. Five randomly located
0.25-m? quadrats were placed between 1-5m outside the 2-m-wide belt transect, on
either side of each transect. A total of 25 quadrats (five per transect) were sampled at
each site. Biomass was determined by clipping all the non-woody vegetation within the
quadrat. In 1993, clipped material was divided into three classes: current year live, cur-
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rent year dead, and previous year dead. Current year live material was sorted by species,
while the current year dead and previous year dead were not. In 1994, clipped material
was divided into only two classes: current year live and current year dead. Both classes
in 1994 were sorted by species. During both 1993 and 1994, litter was also collected
from the quadrats. Oven dry weights were determined for each sample. Biomass data for
1993 were reported as total biomass (gm ). No individual species biomass calculations
were possible because of the way the data were gathered in 1993. Biomass data in 1994
were reported as total biomass (g/m?) and by individual species.

DATA QUALITY

All data were verified and validated -prior to.data analysis. However, some concerns are
associated with specific data sets, and.these concerns must be accounted for in interpret-

ing the results. Appendix B contains:a list of:the data sets available from the .EcMP ter- S

restrial vegetatlon samplmg and any concems relatcd to them.

DATA ANALYSIS AND SUMMARIZATION .
The 1995 EcMP annual report (DOE 1995a) discussed much of the vegetation data that
had been gathered in 1993 and 1994. That report described the dominant species found in
each community and statistically compared differences between sites and communities
for a variety of species richness, cover, and biomass variables. Comparisons were also
made between Site data and data from other locations, to place the Site into more of a
regional context. In addition, results of an ordination and classification study based on
1994 transect species presence/absence data revealed how the transects, sites, and com-
munities sampled under the EcMP were related to each other. Rather than restate the
observations made in that report (DOE 1995a), only differences that resulted from the
addition of the 1995 data, or new findings based on comparisons of data from all three
years, will be discussed here. Additional information from more recent studies (e.g.,
1996 vegetation map methodology and classification; Appendix A) are discussed here, as
well. Belt transect, point-intercept transect, and production plot vegetation data for
1993-1995 (from the EcMP sites shown in Figure 1) are presented by data and commu-
nity types, to focus on issues related to each community. Variations among the sites

within communities are also discussed where appropriate. Some suggestions are made
for the use and application of these data for land management decision making.

For the analyses presented, the following “rules” were applied. Taxa identified only to
the family or genus level were included only in the calculations of species richness vari-
ables when no other species were verified from the same family or genus at the same site
or community. Because genera and families generally are not wholly native or non-
native, when determining the percent of native species at a site or community, taxa iden-
tified only to that level were left out of the determinations altogether. When counting the
numbers of annuals, biennials, and perennials, plants identified to the genus or family




level were included in the counts only if: 1) the species met the criteria mentioned above
for genera and family-level identifications, and 2) the species within that genus or family
that are known to occur at the Site could be definitively placed in one category or another.
In cases where a species could be an annual, biennial, perennial, or any combination of
these (as listed in plant manuals), the following rules were applied. Plants were counted
as annuals only when considered an annual or annual/biennial. Plants were counted as
perennial whenever they were considered perennial, even if they could also occur as
annuals or biennials. The biennial category was used only when a species was listed
solely as a biennial. As used in the results and discussion, totals for site calculations are
based on a mean value of the five transects (n=5). If a mean is given for the community
total, it is based on the means for the three sites that represent that community (e.g.,
TRO1, TRO6, and TR12 = xeric community). In other cases, however, the community

:..-value is based on a combination of all three sites for a given community, to determine the
. -total value for the variable being considered for that community. (i.e.; total species
;=.richness for the xeric-community = 133 species, compared to* the xeric community mean”. - .
" species richness = 89 [1994 data, Table 3]). If 2 mean value is given in the text; it will'be - -

designated as a mean value. If no such designation is given, it is a combined value... .

No statistical analyses were done on the three years of EcMP data for this report. Statis-
tical analyses, ordinations, and classifications were conducted on the 1994 data sets (DOE
1995a) to examine differences between communities and sites. © Because differences
between years appeared inconsequential, these analyses were not repeated. Some
attempts were made to examine potential trends in the three years of data, although trend
analysis generally requires longer-term data sets than were available from the EcMP data.
With only three years of data, the best option was to examine the variability inherent in
the communities resulting from annual environmental differences and/or annual sampling
erTor.
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
|

SPECIES RICHNESS

A total of 332 species of vascular plants were recorded at all the ECMP sites sampled
during the three-year period (Table 3). The species recorded at each EcMP site each year
are listed in Table 3. The riparian woodland community had the highest species richness
each year, with site TRO3 consistently containing the most species of any site (Tables 3
and 4). The reclaimed grassland had the lowest species richness; site TR09 consistently
showed the lowest number of spécies (Tables 3 and 4). In the native communities-
(reclalmed grassland excluded), species nchness mcreased along the hydrologlc gradlent .
from dry to wet (Tables 3 and 4. - e e _ e
- The data 'appear to ‘indicate an annual increase in species richness at nearly all sitesand -
communities over ‘the three years (Tables 3 and 4). However, this increase is best .

explained by different personnel sampling the transects and their increased faniliarity . * 5’

with Site flora over time. Therefore, this trend should not be misinterpreted as a signifi-
cant ecological event. Additionally, 1993 species richness sampling started in July, and
the totals for 1993 lack many of the spring ephemeral species.

The community with the highest percentage of native species was the xeric mixed grass-
land (three year mean = 83 percent), followed by the mesic mixed grassland (three year
mean = 80 percent), riparian woodland (three year mean = 73 percent), and reclaimed
grassland communities (three year mean = 62 percent; Table 4). The site with the highest
percentage of native species over the three years was TRO1, a xeric mixed grassland site,
which had a three-year mean of 86 percent (Table 4). The lowest percentage of native
species for a site was found at TR09, a reclaimed grassland site, which had a three-year
mean of only 29 percent (Table 4). The variation in percentage of native species among
sites and communities is probably attributable largely to past land use practices and iso-
lation from disturbance.

Perennial species were predominant at all sites and communities (Table 4). Tree and vine
growth forms were recorded only in the riparian community, and although the highest
number of shrub species was recorded in the riparian community, this life form occurred
in all other communities as well (Table 4). The numbers of cacti species were highest in
the native grasslands (xeric mixed grassland and mesic mixed grassland) and lowest in
the reclaimed grassland (Table 4). Forb (dicot) species outnumbered graminoid
(monocot) species at all sites and communities by a factor of two to five times, depending
on the site or community (Table 4).
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The same ten species were recorded at least once at every EcMP site during the three-year
period (Table 3). These species were hairy goldenaster (Chrysopsis villosa), prickly let-
tuce (Lactuca serriola), false salsify (Scorzonera laciniata), goat’s beard (Tragopogon
dubius), field alyssum (Alyssum minus), small-seeded false flax (Camelina microcarpa),
pinnate tansymustard (Descurania pinnata), western wheatgrass (Agropyron smithii),
Japanese brome (Bromus japonicus), and Kentucky bluegrass (Poa pratensis). Of these
ten species, only two were native; hairy goldenaster and western wheatgrass. The other
eight were adventive, non-native species with a tolerance for a wide range of conditions.

A number of species were found in only one of the four sampled communities. The
community with the fewest species “restricted” to it was the reclaimed grassland, which
had only four species that were not recorded in any other community (Table 5). The
. mesic mixed grassland and xeric mixed grassland had 16 and 23 species restricted to
them, respecnvely (Table 5). The riparian; community contained the highest number of

. species that were recorded only there (113; Table 5). Of the restricted specxes 91 percent i
- were native: species in the xeric mixed grassland, 88 percent were native inthe. mesic: - -
mixed grassland, 82.percent . in the riparian woodland, and 50 percent in the reclaJmed e

grassland (Table 5).

WOODY STEM AND CACTUS DENSITIES

The highest cactus densities were found in the xeric mixed grassland (three-year mean =
0.77 cacti/m?), and the lowest were found in the reclaimed grassland (three-year mean =
0.01 cacti/m?). TR12, a xeric mixed grassland site, had the highest three-year mean cac-
tus density (1.08 cacti/m) of all sites, while TROS, a riparian woodland site, had no
cactus recorded during the three years (Table 6). Woody stem densities were highest in
the riparian woodland community (three-year mean = 7.57 woody stems/m?) and lowest
in the reclaimed grassland (three-year mean = 0.003 woody stems/m®). TR10, a riparian
woodland site, had the highest woody stem density of all sites, with a three-year mean of
11.6 woody stems/m” (Table 6). This was approximately twice the density found at the
other riparian woodland sites, TR03 and TROS (Table 6). Two sites—TR12, a xeric
mixed grassland site, and TR09, a reclaimed grassland site—had no woody stems
recorded during the three-year period (Table 6).

COVER

Basal cover was measured to indicate the degree to which the ground surface is protected
from wind and water erosion. Basal cover represents the amount of vegetation, litter,
rock, bare ground, or water cover present at the ground surface. The results of the 1994
and 1995 basal cover sampling at EcMP sites are shown in Table 7. The 1993 basal
cover data were not included because of sampling inconsistencies associated with the data
set (Appendix B).

10
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Litter provided the greatest amount of ground cover at all sites and communities during
1994 and 1995 (Table 7). At the community level, the 1994-95 mean litter basal cover
amounts ranged between 57 and 68 percent (Table 7), with the reclaimed grassland hav-
ing the highest amount (68 percent; Table 7). At the community level, the 1994-95 mean
vegetation basal cover ranged from a maximum of 24 percent in the mesic mixed grass-
land to a minimum of 9 percent in the reclaimed grassland (Table 7). Rocks provided
15-16 percent of the 1994-95 mean basal cover in all communities, and bare ground
provided 3-8 percent of the basal cover in all communities (Table 7). Ground cover
provided by water occurred only in the riparian woodland (1994-95 mean basal cover 3
percent; Table 7). Vegetation and litter basal cover amounts showed a decline in all
communities from 1994 to 1995, with the exception of the mesic mixed grassland, which
showed a slight increase (Table 7). ‘Associated with these decreases were increases in the
percentage of rock and bare-ground basal:cover in all communities (Table 7).

Tl

Basal cover data revealed that the mesic' mixed-grassland provided more_ ground.covers. i v il o
than the artificially created reclaimed: grassland (Table 7). Significant differences . i . . ¢
(ANOVA, o.=0.05-level) in the. amounts of bare ground cover, vegetation cover, and. -

litter were found between the reclaimed grassland and mesic mixed grassland in the 1994 . -

data (DOE 1995a). The reclaimed grassland contained lower amounts of basal vegetation®

cover and higher amounts of bare ground and litter (Table 7). The reclaimed grassland is
believed to have been mesic mixed grassland prior to cultivation, so these data indicate
that the native mesic mixed grassland provides greater vegetation cover, and hence,
greater potential protection of the soil surface from wind and water erosion, than the
revegetated cover. Little et al. (1980) reported that wind erosion was a major mechanism
for the transport of plutonium from contaminated soils at the Site. Thus, in revegetating
contaminated areas at the Site, a more natural native grassland composition would be
preferable from a safety standpoint, because it would provide greater protection of the soil
surface from erosion and reduce the potential for wind-blown transport of soil con-
taminants.

Foliar, shrub, and tree cover are measures of the vegetation cover above the ground sur-
face (vertical projection of the canopy to the ground). Results of the 1993-95 foliar cover
sampling, grouped by EcMP site and community, are reported in Table 8. The highest
1993-95 mean foliar cover was found in the mesic mixed grassland (88 percent). The
xeric mixed grassland, reclaimed grassland, and riparian woodland had 1993-95 mean
foliar cover amounts of 84, 76, and 68 percent, respectively. Shrub cover was substantial
only in the riparian woodland (1993-95 mean foliar cover of 40 percent), and tree cover
was found only in the riparian woodland (1993-95 mean foliar cover of 19 percent).

Foliar cover amounts, grouped by species by EcMP site, are summarized by community
in Tables 9-12. Frequency, relative cover, and absolute cover are reported for each spe-
cies encountered (see Methods section for explanations of terms). In the xeric mixed
grassland, the species providing the greatest foliar cover were needle-and-thread grass
(Stipa comata), big bluestem (Andropogon gerardii), sun sedge (Carex heliophila), Can-
ada bluegrass (Poa compressa), Porters aster (Aster porteri), little bluestem (Andropogon

11
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scoparius), and dalmatian toadflax (Linaria dalmatica) (Table 9). (Note: sun sedge and
needle leaf sedge [Carex eleocharis] were combined, because in 1993, sun sedge was
identified as needle leaf sedge.) In the mesic mixed grassland, the species that provided
the greatest amount of foliar cover were Japanese brome, western wheatgrass, blue grama
(Bouteloua gracilis), wild alfalfa (Psoralea tenuiflora), and needle-and-thread grass
(Table 10). In the reclaimed grassland, smooth brome (Bromus inermis) and intermediate
wheatgrass (Agropyron intermedium) dominated the foliar cover (Table 11). In the ripar-
ian woodland, the greatest amounts of foliar cover were provided by baltic rush (Juncus
balticus), Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense), Canada bluegrass, Nebraska sedge (Carex
nebrascensis), meadow fescue (Festuca pratensis), and redtop (Agrostis stolonifera)
(Table 12). Variations in foliar cover between sites are discussed in the specific com-
munity sections. Vegetation classification and ordination information by site and com-
. ‘munity were reported and discussed in the 1995 EcMP annual report- (DOE 1995a) and
. 'are not repeated here _ ‘

- 'Shrub cover” (woody plants d.m in helght) ‘was present in a.ll of the commumtles‘ e

"+ -although in the grasslands it provided only-about two-percent cover (Table 8): Only two -

. shrub species were recorded in the grasslands—prairie wild rose (Rosa arkansana) and
Spanish bayonet (Yucca glauca) (Table 13). In the riparian woodland, nine different
species of shrubs were recorded, with the most cover provided by coyote willow (Salix
exigua), leadplant (Amorpha fruticosa), and young plains cottonwood (Populus deltoides)
(Table 13). Tree cover (woody plants >2 m in height) was recorded only in the riparian
woodland community (Table 8). Plains cottonwood and tall shrubs of coyote willow
provided the largest amounts of tree cover in the riparian community (Table 14).

The community with the greatest amount of foliar cover provided by native species was
the xeric mixed grassland (82 percent; Table 15). The mesic mixed grassland and ripar-
ian woodland communities had approximately the same amounts of native foliar cover,
with 55 and 54 percent, respectively (Table 15). The reclaimed grassland had the lowest
amount, with only three percent native foliar cover (Table 15). The site with the highest
native foliar cover was TRO1 (89 percent; Table 15), a xeric mixed grassland site, while
TRO09, a reclaimed grassland site, had the least amount of native foliar cover (one percent;
Table 15). All three grassland communities showed a decrease in the percentage of
native foliar cover over the three-year period. (Table 15). This was mirrored at each
grassland site, with the exception of reclaimed grassland sites TRO8 and TRO9, which
showed minute increases in 1995 (Table 15). Only the riparian woodland showed a
community level increase in the percentage of native foliar cover (Table 15). The site
with the greatest decrease in native foliar cover was TR11, a mesic mixed grassland site,
which showed a 30 percent decrease in native foliar cover (Table 15). Site TROS, a ripar-
ian woodland site, had the greatest increase (26 percent) in native foliar cover (Table 15).
Concerns about the apparent loss of native vegetation cover are discussed by specific
community in later sections.
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BIOMASS

Biomass production is a measure of the amount of above-ground plant material produced
during a given growing season. Mean total biomass production for 1993-94 at the EcMP
sites (Table 16) was highest in the recla.lmed grassland community (130 g/m?), followed
by the xeric mixed grassland (126 g/m ) and the mesic mixed grassland (119 g/m?). No
biomass sampling was conducted in the riparian woodland community. Biomass produc-
tion results were higher in 1994 than in 1993 across all communities (T able 16). In 1993,
biomass production was highest i in the xeric mixed grassland (124 g/m®), followed by the
mesic mixed grassland (117 g/m ) and the reclaimed grassland (114 g/m? Table 16). In
1994, the reclaimed grassland had the highest biomass production (146 g/m?; Table 16).
This was followed by the xeric mixed grassland and mesic mixed grassland, with 129 and
120 g/m?, respectlvely (Table 16). The 1993-94 mean litter biomasses ranged between
189 and 191 g/m (Table 16). thter bxomass was higher across all communities in 1994

than in 1993. (Table 16).- Although the differences in litter amounts between -years . R
seemed dramatm, they were best explamcd by differences in sampling, méthods. During 1. . ;2 )
the second year of sampling (1994), field personnel collected litter much more meticu- * -+ -

lously, resulting in the thher amounts, and thus the data do not necessarily md1cate a
significant ecological trend. } . '

Biomass amounts by species. were only available for 1994, and are presented in Table 17.
The ten leading biomass producers in the xeric mixed grassland during 1994 were needle-
and-thread grass, dalmatian toadflax, dotted gayfeather (Liatrus punctata), field alyssum,
big bluestem, Canada bluegrass, hairy goldenaster, Porters aster, sun sedge, and little
bluestem (Table 17). In the mesic mixed grassland, the ten leading biomass producers for
1994 were western wheatgrass, Japanese brome, blue grama, musk thistle (Carduus nu-
tans), sun sedge, white sage (Artemisia ludoviciana), needle-and-thread grass, big
bluestem, false salsify, and Canada bluegrass (Table 17). Two species, smooth brome
and intermediate wheatgrass, dominated the biomass of the reclaimed grassland (Table
17). The leading biomass producers in each community corresponded well with the spe-
cies providing the greatest cover in each community (Tables 9-12).

Large differences were found between communities in the amount of biomass produced
by native species. The highest amount of biomass from native species was produced in
the xeric mixed grassland (mean = 74 percent; Table 17). The mesic mixed grassland had
63 percent of the biomass from native species, while the reclaimed grassland had less
than one percent of biomass produced by native species (Table 17).

PLANT COMMUNITIES
Xeric Mixed Grassland

The xeric mixed grassland represented approximately 31 percent of the Site land area,
based on the 1996 updated vegetation types map (Figure 2) (Appendix A provides details
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of map production methods and classification descriptions). The three sites sampled were
TROI1, TRO06, and TR12 (Figure 1). The xeric mixed grassland occurs primarily on the
pediments (flat hilltop areas) and on ridgetops at the Site (Figure 2). The pediment is
underlain by the Rocky Flats Alluvium and has soil types classified as Flatirons very
cobbly sandy loam on the flatter surfaces, and Nederland very cobbly sandy loam along
the ridgetops and pediment edges (SCS 1980).

The xeric mixed grassland had the lowest species richness of the native plant communi-
ties (excluding the reclaimed grassland), with a combined richness of 134 species identi-
fied in 1995 (Table 3). It had the highest percentage of native species richness (83
percent, 1995; Table 4) of all the communities. A total of 23 species (91 percent of these
were native species) were recorded only in the xeric mixed grassland sites during the
. :three years (Table 5). The predominant life and growth forms of vegetation on: the xeric
. rmxed grassland were perenmal grarmnords and forbs (Table 4) - :

i . ! e e

'The hrghest cact1 densmes and greatest number of cacti spe01es -were found in the xeric.© ¢ .
+. mixed grassland, - further 1nd1cat1ng the. dry hydrologrc character of ‘this’ commumty R

(Tables 6 and 4, respectively).

Although TROI, TRO6, and TR12 were all categorized as xeric mixed grassland, differ-
ences in cover and biomass data from these sites revealed that species composition varied
in the community across the Site (Tables 9 and 17). As reported in the 1995 EcMP
annual report (DOE 1995a), based on the 1994 data, TRO1 and TRO6 differed from one
another based on dominant cover species. This was further supported by the 1993 and
1995 data (Table 9). The TRO1 site contained a high cover of big bluestem and little
bluestem, both tallgrass prairie species, during all three years. TR06 contained very few
of either of these species, but instead had high cover of needle-and-thread grass and dal-
matian toadflax (Table 9). The TR12 site was intermediate between the two, with high
cover of big bluestem and needle-and-thread grass (Table 9). Differences in the 1994
biomass production by these species revealed similar differences between the sites as well
(Table 17). These differences were used as a determining factor in splitting the xeric
mixed grassland into two separate classifications for the 1996 updated vegetation types
map (Figure 2). Areas similar to TRO1 and TR12 were classified as xeric tallgrass prai-
rie, based on the high cover of big bluestem and little bluestem. Locations with high
cover of needle-and-thread grass and very little cover of bluestems were classified as
xeric needle-and-thread grass prairie.
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The xeric tallgrass prairie portion of the xeric mixed grassland is a significant ecological
resource at the Site, because it was once part of a larger xeric tallgrass prairie ecosystem
stretching along the Colorado pediment. Much of this ecosystem has been destroyed by
human activity and development (CNHP 1995). Most of what remains of this ecosystem
consists of small parcels ranging in size from 5 to 100 acres (CNHP 1995). The xeric
tallgrass prairie portion of the xeric mixed grassland at the Site covers approximately
1,800 acres (Table 18; Figure 2) and represents a large parcel of what remains of this rare
ecosystem. Colorado Natural Heritage Program (CNHP) ecologists identified the xeric
tallgrass prairie at the Site as globally imperiled; it is one of fewer than 20 known loca-
tions worldwide (CNHP 1995).

The xeric needle-and-thread grass prairie portion of the xeric mixed grassland covers
approximately 189' acres at the. Site (T able 18) with the largest portion represented by the

y cies (28 and 54 percent respectlvely, Tables 9.and 17) at the TRO6 site are an-nnportant_ ce ]

management concern in thls commumty Dalmanan toadflax provides the second highest -

cover and highest biomass at TRO6 (Tables 9 and 17). Weed control'is a prime concern e

~ atthis locality because of the: .large ‘weed infestations present there.

Statistical trend analysis of .foliar cover data for individual species was not conducted
because of difficulties ‘'in separating out annual environmental variability, sample vari-
ability, sampling error, and problems associated with interpreting such a short-term trend
(three years). However, qualitative assessments and interpretations of dramatic changes
in particular species or groups of species could indicate changes in community composi-
tion that may warrant management action. The most apparent trend in the xeric mixed
grassland is the consistent decrease in the percentage of native foliar cover at all the xeric
mixed grassland sites over the three years (Table 15). Losses of native cover ranged from
approximately 5 to 17 percent.

The greatest loss of native cover occurred at TR12, where field alyssum, a non-native
species, showed a large increase in cover and frequency over the three years, while little
bluestem, hairy goldenaster, wild alfalfa, and Fendler sandwort (Arenaria fendleri), all
native species, showed losses in cover (Table 9). At TROS6, increases in the cover of non-
natives species, including Japanese brome, small-seeded false flax, and dalmatian toad-
flax, combined with losses in native cover of needle-and-thread grass, accounted for
much of the change at that site (Table 9). At TROI, the increase in cover of the native
species Porters aster offset losses by other native species, reducing the overall loss of
native cover at the site to about 5 percent (Table 9). Little bluestem, hairy goldenaster,
dotted gayfeather, wild alfalfa, and Fendler sandwort, all native species, showed declines
of foliar cover greater than 50 percent at TRO1 over the three-year period (Table 9). The
apparent decrease in the cover of little bluestem at TRO1 and TR12 was particularly
noteworthy, because it is one of the important tallgrass species of the xeric tallgrass prai-
rie. During the 1995 sampling season, Nelson (1996) observed many deaths of the spe-
cies, apparently as a result of the late summer drought in 1994. Similar responses of little

16




bluestem to drought were mentioned by Albertson and Weaver (1944), who suggested
drought losses were due to the shallow root system of the species.

The apparent loss of native cover in the xeric mixed grassland must be viewed in light of
the dynamic nature of the ecosystem. During the three years studied, a drought occurred
in the summer of 1994, and above-average spring rainfall—and runoff with associated
flooding—occurred in 1995. Studies documenting the response of the native prairie and
successional recovery of abandoned fields and roads to periods of drought and above-
average rainfall reveal the dynamic nature of the plant communities (Albertson and
Weaver 1944; Shantz 1917; Reichhardt 1982). Albertson and Weaver (1944) docu-
mented dramatic annual changes in the cover of different prairie graminoid and forb spe-
cies in response to drought during the 1930s and early 1940s. It is not apparent whether

-the: observed changes in the xeric mixed grassland data indicate larger changes.in the.-

: »spemes composition of the community, or if these changes manifest the natural variation:.

- in‘the annual production of these species due to life history traits or envuonmental fac-; SRR
' A;tors 1ndlcate a-lack of grazing or fire in the ecosystem, or result from samplmg ‘noise.” ~ .t e s
. Longer-term monitoring correlated to other measured variables (e.g., Climate- data, ~man-'"- S

agement practices) would be required to discriminate among these causes.

The apparent loss of native foliar cover in the xeric mixed grassland is an important con-
cern, which:may indicate that continued monitoring of the ‘community is needed. In
addition, steps must be considered to control the weeds and improve the health of the
native species. Current management plans include monitoring of the xeric mixed grass-
land, controlling weeds, and reintroducing fire to the ecosystem. These strategies should
help reduce the weeds and other non-native species while enhancing the vigor and health
of the native species in the plant community (K-H 1997).

Mesic Mixed Grassland

The mesic mixed grassland represented approximately 34 percent of the Site land area,
based on the 1996 updated vegetation types map (Figure 2) and is the largest plant com-
munity (in areal extent) at the Site. The three mesic mixed grassland sites sampled were
located at TR02, TR04, and TR11 (Figure 1). The mesic mixed grassland occurs primar-
ily on the hillsides (Figure 2), on soil types classified primarily as Denver-Kutch-Midway
clay loams and Haverson loam, with isolated locations of Denver clay loam, Nunn clay
loam, and Leyden-Primen-Standley cobbly clay loam (SCS 1980).

The mesic mixed grassland had a combined richness of 141 species identified in 1995
(Table 4), which was intermediate between the xeric mixed grassland and riparian wood-
land. Eighty-two percent of the species were native (1995; Table 4). A total of 16 spe-
cies (88 percent of these native species) were recorded only in the mesic mixed grassland
community over the three years (Table 5). The predominant life and growth forms of
vegetation on the mesic mixed grassland were perennial graminoids and forbs, in propor-
tions similar to those found in the xeric mixed grassland (Table 4). In general, the mesic
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mixed grassland fell between the xeric mixed grassland and riparian woodland for most
species richness measures (Table 4).

The dominant species at all three mesic mixed grassland sites were Japanese brome and
western wheatgrass, with Japanese brome providing the greater cover at TR04 and TR11
and western wheatgrass providing slightly more cover at TR02 (Table 10). Differences
among the mesic mixed grassland sites were generally less distinct than those among the
xeric mixed grassland sites (Tables 3, 10, and 17). Although the mesic mixed grassland
had the highest three-year mean foliar cover (88 percent; Table 8) of all the communities,
a substantial portion of the relative foliar cover was from non-native species (45 percent;
Table 15). Only 65 percent of the total biomass production in the mesic mixed grassland
community was from native species (Table 17). Similar to the xeric mixed grassland, the
mesic mixed grassland showed a decrease iin the -overall percent of native foliar cover
-over the three-year, period (Table 15).. Much of the loss of native cover was attributable

~to increases in. foha: :cover by Japanese ‘brome, a non—natwe species, combined with loss - - g AL T
.~ of foliar cover by western wheatgrass. and blue: grama, both native species (Table 10).- Voo o
. The combined cover of the two non-native annual species of cheatgrass—Japanese brome. ... -

and downy brome (Bromus. tectorum)—provided 20 to 38 percent of the. foliar cover
during each year of sampling at the mesic mixed grassland sites (Table 10). The two
species of cheatgrass combined also provided the second highest amounts of biomass in
the community, behind- western wheatgrass, further indicating the strong non-native
influence in the community (Table 17). The high native species richness (Tables 3 and 4)
indicates that while the mesic mixed grassland still retains a large native floristic compo-
nent, the high non-native cover and biomass present in the community indicates its
degraded state (Tables 10 and 17). The loss of native foliar cover in the mesic mixed
grassland, like that in the xeric mixed grassland, is cause for concen and needs further
examination.

The dominance of the mesic mixed grassland community by cheatgrasses is significant
from ecological, management, and safety standpoints. Cheatgrasses have become the
dominant species on thousands of acres of rangeland in the western U.S. since their intro-
duction to North America more than 100 years ago (Pellant and Hall 1994). Studies have
shown that the germination requirements and competitiveness of the cheatgrasses allow
them to replace the native vegetation and, once established, cheatgrass is difficult to
eradicate (Rosentreter 1994; Monsen 1994; Haferkamp et al. 1994). This fact is evident
at the Site, where large portions of the mesic mixed grassland are dominated by cheat-
grasses. Much of the current state of the mesic mixed grassland can be traced back to
past land-use practices (overgrazing, farming, disturbance, water regime alteration) at the
Site.

Prior to the purchase of the Site and building of the Industrial Area, the land served pri-
marily as rangeland, with some farming in the southeast corner. Overgrazing (prior to
DOE purchase), combined with the semi-arid climate, provided optimal conditions for the
cheatgrasses and other weeds to invade and establish in the mesic mixed grassland at the
Site since grazing was stopped. Clark et al. (1980) mentioned the overgrazed condition
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of the land (as of 1974) and reported overgrazing as one of the key factors influencing the
vegetation on the Site at that time. She also observed what Weaver and Clements (1938)
had stated, that under a heavy grazing regime, the mixed grass prairie is replaced by
shortgrass vegetation, but when released from grazing pressure, the mixed grass prairie
returns (Clark et al. 1980). Much of what is currently called the mesic mixed grassland at
the Site was classified as shortgrass prairie by Clark et al. (1980). With the removal of
grazing pressure, much of the mesic mixed grassland has begun to recover from its previ-
ously overgrazed, shortgrass state, although the establishment of many weeds and other
non-native species has accompanied and slowed the successional return to a more mixed
grass prairie state.

Ecologically, the replacement or inhibition of the native species, many of which are per-

. ennial. species, by an annual community (including cheatgrasses, diffuse- knapweed .
[Centaurea diffusa], and other weeds), results in many significant changes to the-com:.;
~munity.:Studies in other locations have shown:that these changes -include- the loss .of--

genetic, species;. and structural diversity in the community, which-can lead. to- )lowered

. ecosystem stability, alteration of landscape patterns. of vegetation, loss of wildlife habitat, -
- and declines in some wildlife populations (Rosentreter 1994). The'conversion-to an "
annual community also results in lower quality watersheds with higher potential for soil .

erosion, because the deep, soil-holding root systems of the perennial species are no longer
present (Rosentreter 1994). These are all important issues with regard to the management
of soil, water, and ecological resources at the Site.

From a safety standpoint, wildfires are one of the major concerns created by the cheat-
grass-dominated communities at the Site. As annuals, the cheatgrasses complete their
lifecycles early in the growing season, leaving a standing crop of dead, dry plant litter in
the community for most of the summer. In the areas at the Site dominated by cheat-
grasses, the biomass from these species is a significant portion of the total biomass pro-
duced (Table 17). The result is that large fuel loads are available in the community
throughout the year. The mesic mixed grassland dominates most of the hillsides and the
eastern grassland areas in the Buffer Zone (Figure 2). Studies have shown that commu-
nities dominated by annuals have a greater fire frequency than areas dominated by per-
ennials (Monsen 1994; Rosentreter 1994). The September 2, 1996 grassland fire in the
south Buffer Zone was a lightning-caused wildfire that burned over 100 acres at the Site.
This wildfire started in the mesic mixed grassland. From a fire mitigation standpoint,
management of the type of vegetation present in the mesic mixed grassland is a signifi-
cant concern.

Based on the current state of the mesic mixed grassland, management and conservation of
this community must take into consideration the factors mentioned above. Although not
a high priority for specific management (K-H 1997), some actions could be taken to fur-
ther improve the quality of the mesic mixed grassland. The effects of past overgrazing
practices and the semi-arid climate will make resolving this problem challenging, because
the cheatgrasses and other weed species (e.g., knapweed) are adapted to semi-arid
climates found in their native Eurasia (Monsen 1994). Reseeding of cheatgrass-infested
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areas with native forbs and grasses, combined with herbicide applications and appropriate
use -of controlled burns, have shown some success in rehabilitating these types of areas
(Monsen 1994). Increasing the moisture available for plant growth (e.g., irrigation), in
conjunction with reseeding, would also help speed the recovery of the grassland (Clark et
al. 1980). In order to sustain and preserve the native species diversity in the mesic mixed
grassland, reduce the weeds, and reduce the wildfire potential at the Site, these and other
possible management practices will need to be considered. :

Riparian Woodland

Riparian woodland represents less than 1 percent of the total area of the Site, based on the
1996 updated vegetation types map (Table 18; Figure 2). The riparian woodland sampled
by the EcMP consisted generally of what was classified in Figure 2 as riparian woodland,

leadplant -riparian shrubland, and w1llow npanan shrubland. Although: short . upland. . N

-.shrubland and small patches of. short marsh .wet meadow/marsh ecotone, and Tall marsh.

total area determinations. This omission was made because these vegetation types occur

. were occasxonally .interspersed along’ the stream channels, they were not mcluded in the - & o

| _in large areas away from the stream channel. The riparian woodland sites sampled during ' ‘ ; N

1993-95 included TRO3, TROS, and TR10 (Figure 1). Because of the linear nature of the
. riparian woodland, transects at,these sites often were placed at different locations along

the drainages to incorporate variations in the habitat present. Soil types in the riparian

woodland areas are primarily Haverson loam and Engelwood clay loam (SCS 1980).

The riparian woodland had the highest species richness of all the communities, with a
combined species richness of 196 species identified in 1995 (Table 4). The riparian
woodland had only 73 percent native species (1995; Table 4), the lowest percentage of
native species of all the native communities (excluding the reclaimed grassland). The
lower percentage of native species in the riparian woodland was likely a result of past
disturbances and land use. Grazing, which previously occurred in all drainages, would
have allowed the introduction and establishment of some non-native species. Stream
alteration (stream channelization, pond construction, riprap additions) in the Walnut
Creek drainage at TROS also would have destroyed some native habitat and created dis-
turbed areas where non-native species could have become established. In general, the
streams themselves provide a good mechanism for plant dispersal, which could also
explain the higher non-native species richness along the riparian corridors. Increased
wildlife densities and use of the riparian woodlands and shrubland areas by wildlife
probably account for some of the greater percentage of non-native species, because the
wildlife would act as seed dispersers. The highest number of species found in only one
community- over the three years was in the riparian woodland (113 species; 82 percent
native species; Table 5) and is best explained by the high moisture availability found in
the riparian woodland. Examination of the species found only in the riparian woodland
revealed that many of the species were plants commonly found in wetlands at the Site
(Table 5). The riparian woodland was the only community to show an increase in the
percent of native foliar cover over the three-year period (Table 15). The riparian wood-
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land was also the only community sampled that had significant vertical stratification that
included shrub and tree species (Table 8). The subjective selection of site locations make
it difficult to draw any definitive conclusions about the differences in shrub and tree
cover. The differences in frequency and foliar cover amounts for the dominant species in
each drainage may reflect the manner in which sites were selected, rather than truly repre-
senting differences between the drainages (Tables 13 and 14).

Site TROS, in the Walnut Creek drainage, had the most depauperate flora of the three
riparian woodland sites, with the lowest number of families and species represented
(Tables 3 and 4). The number of species found at TRO5 decreased over the three-year
period, compared to the large number of additional species found at TR03 and TR10.
The increase in species richness at TR03 and TR10 (Table 4), as well as at many other
sites, was .best explained as resulting from increasing familiarity of sampling. personnel

- with-the Site flora over time. No reason is apparent reason for a similar i increase. jn spe:
. -ciés ‘richnéss’not being found at TRO5. Examination of the riparian sites’ specxes lists ..
“ revealed no partxcular pattern or group of speciesithat was missing from TRO3, other than ;

. .. that TROS5. had a lower percentage of native speciés richness (Table 3). -TROS also had, thc
- lowest amounts of foliar cover, basal v‘egetation cover, and litter cover (Tables 7 and 12)... .

Many of the differences between the riparian woodland sites are probably best explained |

- by historical land management practices, specific to each drainage, which have included
such activities as grazing, stream channelization, and alteration of the water flow regime.
Historical aerial photos taken in 1937 and 1951, before construction of Site facilities,
show little riparian woodland development in all three drainages, with the exception of
the very upper reaches of Rock Creek. By 1972, however, with the cessation of grazing
and building of the industrial area, the aerial photos show trees beginning to grow in all
three drainages. The 1972 photo also shows that while Rock Creek (TR03) and Smart
Ditch (TR10) were left relatively untouched by human disturbances (and still are), Wal-
nut Creek (TROS5) was heavily impacted by the building of ponds and alteration of the
stream channel in the bottom of the drainage and upland disturbances on nearby hillsides.
These disturbances, along with the artificial flow regime present in Walnut Creek,
probably account for much of the lowered species richness and greater impact of non-
native species.

The riparian woodland community has been designated as a plant community of special
concern (Great Plains Riparian Woodland) by the CNHP because of its increasing rarity
due to overgrazing and development (CNHP 1995). Although it is affected somewhat at
the Site, the community provides important habitat for many bird and mammal species,
including a number of populations of the rare Preble’s meadow jumping mouse (K-H
1996). '
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Reclaimed Grassland

The reclaimed grassland community represents approximately 10 percent of the total area
of the Site, based on the 1996 updated vegetation types map (Table 18; Figure 2). The
reclaimed grassland sites sampled from 1993 through 1995 included TRO7, TRO8, and
TRO9 (Figure 2), located in old farm fields in the southeast corner of the Site. Originally
outside the 1950s Buffer Zone boundaries, the reclaimed grassland area was included in a
1974 purchase that increased the size of the Buffer Zone. After purchase, the land was no
longer farmed, and based on best estimates, was planted with reclamation seed mixtures
in 1975 to prevent wind and water erosion. Soil types in the reclaimed grassland were
classified as Standley-Nunn gravelly clay loams and Denver-Kutch clay loams (SCS
1980).

The reclaiined grassland had the lovs"est. specxes ricﬁhess of all the communities (Table 4).

It had. a combined species: richness of. 63. species. identified in 1995 (Table 4). The-, .
... reclaimed grassland had only a 59 percent,natwe species richness in 1995 (Table 4) and- " ., .o
consistently had the lowest percent native species richness of all the communities sam- - .. o -

- pled during the three-year period.: Only four species, two of them native, were found
growing exclusively at the reclaimed grassland sites over the three years (Table 5). The
predominant life and growth forms of vegetation on the reclaimed grassland were peren-

nial forbs and graminoids (Table 4). .

The reclaimed grassland showed 59 percent native species richness in 1995 (Table 4), but
taken alone, this statistic is misleading in describing the community composition. The
most striking observation in the reclaimed grassland was the total domination of the
community by two non-native perennial grasses, which were seeded approximately 20
years ago. Smooth brome and intermediate wheatgrass had combined foliar cover
amounts ranging from 73 to 97 percent of the vegetation cover at individual sites during
the three years of sampling (Table 11). These two species provided a combined three-
year mean foliar cover of 87 percent in the reclaimed grassiand (Table 11). The fact that
all native species combined provided only an average of 3 percent of the foliar cover in
the reclaimed grassland (Tables 11 and 15), and less than 1 percent of the biomass (Table
17), reveals the highly altered state of the community. Successionally, the return of the
reclaimed grassland to a mesic mixed grassland has been retarded by the aggressive
nature of these non-native species. Very few native species have been able to reestablish
within the community (Tables 11 and 17). Also interesting was the low foliar cover of
other weed species, such as the cheatgrasses, musk thistle, Canada thistle, and various
mustards, which are more common in the mesic grasslands surrounding the reclaimed
grassland areas (Table 11). The aggressive and competitive nature of smooth brome and
intermediate wheatgrass allowed them to keep even the weeds out.

Studies examining successional progression on old agricultural fields and abandoned
roads on the eastern plains of Colorado suggest that 50 years or more are required for
natural successional processes to return an abandoned field to its native state (Shantz
1917; Reichhardt 1982; Costello 1944; Judd 1974; Albertson and Weaver 1944). How-
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ever, many factors influence the speed at which recovery takes place. Distribution and
timing of precipitation, wind movement and drifting soils, the number of years of culti-
vation, surrounding land use, grazing pressure, type of grazer, rodents, insects, topogra-
phy, slope, and soil types are all important factors that affect the recovery rates of
grasslands in eastern Colorado (Costello 1944). Direct comparison of the reclaimed
grassland at the Site to the successional stages described in these studies is complicated
by the fact that the reclaimed grassland was seeded, not simply abandoned. The planted
species would certainly have an influence on what native or non-native species have been
able to re-establish. However, some important lessons can be learned that may be appli-
cable to future revegetation concerns at the Site. Four to six successional stages were
identified in three of the earlier studies (Judd 1974; Shantz 1917; Costello 1944; Table
19)

: Based on the natural succession rates in Table 19, the reclaimed grassland. should have: :

- ‘becn neanng ‘the ‘early ‘stages of a perennial climax mixed prairie commumty-lf nottung“i‘*:'-" R

* had‘been ‘done*to ‘the old’ agncultural fields (based on 20 years of’ growth)..The  aréa e

* occupied by the reclaimed grassland is thought to have been a mesic’ mixed. grassland.*
prior to cultivation, and thus, the climax species would be more of a shortgrass/midgrass:: -
mix composed of blue grama and-western wheatgrass, along with other native species. :
typically found in the mesic mixed grassland at the Site today. However, the species
richness and composition of the reclaimed grassland today remains considerably different :
from the mesic mixed grassland at the Site (Tables 3, 10, 11, and 17). Species richness in
the reclaimed grassland was less than half of that in the mesic mixed grassland, and
although 62 percent of the reclaimed grassland species were native, native foliar cover
was only one-twentieth, and native biomass less than one-sixtieth, of that found in the
mesic mixed grassland (Tables 3, 11, and 17). The planting of smooth brome and inter-
mediate wheatgrass has dramatically inhibited the natural succession of these old fields to
a more native grassland. Based on the current status of the reclaimed grassland, it could
potentially take a century or more, depending on the factors listed above, for it to return to
its native state. It may never do so without intervention to re-establish the native species.
This is important to note, in light of the DOE’s goal of preserving the ecological
resources and improving degraded habitat at the Site.

As Site cleanup progresses and the revegetation of caps and disturbed areas is planned,
serious consideration must be given to the seed mixtures used for revegetation. It should
be obvious from the reclaimed grassland data that smooth brome and intermediate
wheatgrass should not be planted at the Site for any revegetation purposes. Besides
retarding re-establishment of the native prairie, as previously mentioned, the reclaimed
grassland has lower potential for erosion control because of its lower basal vegetation
cover and higher amounts of bare ground, compared to the native mesic mixed grassland
(Table 7). Revegetation with native species and re-establishment of the native grassland
communities, as well as possible, will provide the best long-term solutions in terms of
both ecological and practical functionality. The use of native species will also comply
with DOE orders and with the Ecological Resource Management Plan for the Site (K-H
1997). For short-term ground and erosion cover, annual species such as common rye

23




(Secale cereale) or cultivated oats (Avena fatua var. sativa) could be used. These species
survive only a year and do not replace the native spegies in the plant communities.

The findings from the reclaimed grassland agree with other studies that have examined
the dominance of smooth brome in native prairie ecosystems (Grilz and Romo 1994;
Blankespoor and Larson 1994; Sather 1988). Sather (1988) outlined the threats posed by
smooth brome being used as a revegetation species and reported on its invasive, aggres-
sive ability to dominate plant communities, replacing the native species. Blankespoor
and Larson (1994) and Grilz and Romo (1994) studied the response of smooth brome to
fire in an attempt to identify management techniques that would reduce the competitive
nature of the species. Blankespoor and Larson (1994), in studying a tallgrass prairie rem-
nant dominated by warm-season grasses, found that spring burning with either high or

. low water availability decreased the amounts of smooth brome in the plant community.

However, without burning, the smooth brome increased under both high and low water
availability:’ Grilz and Romo (1994) found :no’ Significant difference in smoeth bromeé ;- ¢
~1"amhounts between control and bum treatments on a.Fescue-dominated grassland (cool sea- -

son grasses)

The specxes composmon of the nat1ve grassland has a s1gmﬁcant effect in determining
how successful the use of fire will be in controlling the smooth brome, which itself is a
cool-season grass species (Sather 1988). This information has important consequences at
the Site in terms of managing the reclaimed grassland. Although it may not be a high
priority to reclaim the grassland back to a more native state, the larger problem may be
preventing its expansion at the Site. Nelson (1996) observed that in some locations
where smooth brome has been planted to revegetate disturbances, there are “islands” of
nearly pure stands of smooth brome established in the native grasslands downwind of the
revegetated areas. Additionally, Murdock (1996), based on observations from 1991 to
1996, suggested that even in areas isolated from historical revegetation efforts at the Site,
smooth brome has become established in dense patches, which appeared to expand over
the years. Additional monitoring is necessary to determine if these “islands™ are actually
expanding and whether new “islands” are being created, further degrading the native
grasslands at the Site. Because DOE’s goal is to maintain and sustain the current eco-
logical resources at the Site, future control efforts may be necessary to prevent the spread
of smooth brome into the native plant communities. Potential actions that could be taken
might include reseeding the reclaimed grassland with native species, irrigating the field to
help re-establish native species, treating with herbicides, treatments using controlled
burns, or designing a combination of these techniques.
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SUMMARY

The EcMP sampled the xeric mixed grassland, mesic mixed grassland, reclaimed grass-
land, and riparian woodland communities at the Site from 1993 through 1995, character-
izing species richness, vegetative cover, and biomass production (no biomass sampling
was conducted in the riparian woodland community). Many other plant communities at
the Site were not sampled. The data revealed differences in the vegetation between the
four communities:

‘w The xeric mixed grassland had the highest number of native species 3
~,.and the highest percent vegetation cover and blomass production by "

v""j'natwe species, 1nd1catmg its high’ quahty among the cominunifies’ ©

" “sampled.” The high cover and biomass amounts of the tallgrass prairie” - o .%
species—big bluestem and little bluestem—at locations in the xeric " .

" 'thixed grassland were instrumental in helping to identify the tallgrass
prairie relict at the Site as a unique ecological resource worthy of pro-
tection.

[ The mesic mixed grassland, while still containing a large remnant of
the native flora, was somewhat degraded by the high cover and bio-
mass amounts of cheatgrass, likely brought about by past overgrazing.
Control and reduction of the cheatgrass and other weeds in the mesic
mixed grassland would greatly improve the quality of this community.

® The woodlands and shrublands in the riparian community at the Site
have developed largely since the DOE purchased the property, ended
grazing, and in some cases, altered stream channels and stream flow.
The riparian community, while having the highest species richness of
all the communities, also had the lowest percentage of native species.
Native cover in the riparian community was similar to that found in the
mesic mixed grassland, indicating its somewhat degraded quality.

m The reclaimed grassland, an area of old agricultural fields, was shown
to be a greatly altered community. It had the lowest species richness,
lowest percentage of native species, and lowest amounts of native
vegetation cover and biomass of all the communities. Based on its
current successional state, with no intervention, it is estimated that the
reclaimed grassland could take more than 100 years to resemble the
more native grasslands at the Site, because of the aggressive nature of
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the smooth brome and intermediate wheatgrass that dominate the area.
The presence of a smooth brome seed source at the Site may also pose
a continued threat to the native grassland communities at the Site.
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TABLE 1.

ECMP SAMPLE SITE CODES, COMMUNITY TYPE,
AND WATERSHED DESIGNATIONS

Community Type

Woatershed Xeric Mesic Riparian Reclaimed
Rock Creek TRO1 TRO2 TRO3
Walnut Creek TRO6 TRO4 TROS
Smart Ditch TR12 TR11 TR10 TRO7, TROS8,
TRO9

1 \datamgmiicb3eYodylitab1&2.doc




TABLE 2. VEGETATION SAMPLING CONDUCTED AT

EcMP TRANSECTS, 1993-1995

Sample Type Spring Summer Spring Summer Spring Summer
1993 1993 1994 1994 1995 1995

Species Richness X X X X X X
(Belt transects)
Cover X X X
(Point-intercept
transects)
Biomass o X X -
(Production plots) * : ;
Plant Nutrient " - X "X
Analysis : - :

(Production plots




« snab

TABLE 3. SPECIES RICHNESS COMPARISONS AT ECMP SITES FOR 1993, 1984, & 1995

Xeric Sites Mesic Sites Riparian Sites Reolaimed Sites
N
A
Tivyrivjrjrivf{rgr|velvivyr|vjrlvelvyivgrivjoov viveyiviclvgvrOO |RQQIY|YO| VIV
1|R|R|R]JR[R{RIR]|RIRJR{R]|RIR|R|RIRIR|RJR|RIJRIRIR|RIRIAR|REIR|R|R{R|RIRIR|R|R
vjo|o|ojo|joto]i|1ji§ojojojojojojr1]|ti|r1jo|jojojojojoajr]|jr}rjojojojojojojojojo
spec- JElis]l1l1lelele)2]l2|2f§2]2]2]a]ala}jr|r)a1]3]|]3la]js]s|slo{ojod7l72]7)8]8]8]9io]9
SCIENTIFIC NAME CODE 93| 94} 95] 93] 94| 95{ 93| 94| 95} 93| 94| 95] 93] 94] 95| 93| 94| 95] 93| 94| 95] 93] 94| 95} 93| 94| 95] 93| 94| 95] 93| 94| 95] 93] 94|95
AGAVACEAE
Yucco glsuca Nutt, YUGL1 Y XIX| X X1 XX X1 X]| X X XIXIX]{XIX1X
ALISMATACEAE
Sagsttario sp. SAG1 - X
ANACARDIACEAE
Rhus aromatica Ait. var. wilobata {Nutt.} A. Gray RHARY1 Y| X | X|X X{X]X X[ X|X
Toxicodendron rydbergii (Small ex Rydberg) Greene i TORY1 Y X|X]X
APIACEAE
Cicuta maculate L. CIMA1 Y X|X1X
Conium maculatum L. COMA1 | N X XIX|X
Harbouria trachypleura {Gray) C. & R. HATR1 Y X X
Hersclosum aphondylium L. HESP1 Y X
Lomatium orientale Coult, & Rose LOOR1 Y X | X X{ X X1 X X | X X | X X | X X 4§ X X X
Musineon divericatum {Pursh.) Nutt. ex 7. & G. MUDH Y X | X X} X
APOCYNACEAE )
Apocynum cannabinum L. APCA1 Y X{XI|X X X X|X
ASCLEPIADACEAE .
Asclepidaceae sp. AS1 ] B X
Asclepias incarnato L. ASINY Y XX X
Asclepiss pumils (Gray) Vail ASPU1 Y X}X}X ) X1 X
Asclepiss speciosa Torr. ASSP1 Y X XEX|IXIXEXIXIXIX]|X}X X X
Asclepias viridiflora Raf, ) ASVIN YEX| XX XXX X X X1 X X X
ASTERACEAE
Achillsa millefolium L. ssp. lanulosa {Nutt.) Pper ACMI1 YIX[X]X X]X XIXIXIX]X]IXIXIXIX|X] XX X{X]IXIXIX
Ambrosia psilostachys DC. AMPS1 XEX|X]X]X XEX|XEX] X XIX]EX]IX]XEX]X]|X] X XIX|X]X X
Antennaris microphylla Rydb. ANMIN YIXIX]|X X|X] X 2~
Antennaris sp. ANT1 X
Arctium minus Bernh, ARMI1 Y X
Arnica fulgens Pursh. ARFU1 Y X X XXy X X X
Artemisia campestrs L. Arcal | v x X X R X x| xix X
Artemisia dracunculus L. ARDR1 | ¥ x| x| x xEx P x x| x ] x{xfx]x]x x{x|{xfx x{xixIx|x|x]x|x
Artomisia frigids Willd, arert |y [x D x D D x s b x Ese o d e P [ %P X x [ x [ x] x x| xIxgx]x]|x
Artsmisia ludoviciena Nutt. ARLU1 Y XIXIXIXIX]IXEXIXIXEX X XEX]XIXEXIX]PXPX]PX]XPXIXIX
Aster ericoides L. ASERt | vlx | x|x X X X xfxIxfxlx]x|xIxfx]|x}x]xix{xIx]xjxIx|x|{x x| x
Aster hesperius A, Gray ASHE1 Y ] X X
Aster (sewis L. ASLA1 Y X

4130/97 TABLEJ.XLS L . .
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TABLE 3. (cont.)

RSO -

Xeric Sites Mesic Sites Riparian Sites Reclaimed Sites
N
A
Tiv|ylrirjrfrfr|rjrgrjrjvjv|vjvjrvyryvqrjvjrvjrvirjrvrivivivgOviT|TIT|CO|OE|O|Y
1I|R|R|R]JR|R|R|RIR|AFR|R|R|R|ARIRIR|R|RIRIRIRJRIR|RIR|RJRER|RIR]JR|IR|RIR|R|R
VOOOOOO‘I'I\OOOOO’_O_‘I1,1000000111000000000
SPEC- [E|l1]1]1116}j6l6t2]21212]212}a1sf4fjr1{11133]|]3)|13}l6|]S5|16]0]o0jop7172]7]8(818]8191]89
SCIENTIFIC NAME CODE 93(94]95]93|94]95]|93|94]95]93|94]95]93]|94|95]93|941965]93|94]95]93]|94|95}93|94|95]93]|94|96] 93|94 85| 93| 94| 95|
Aster occidentahs {Nutt.) T. & G. ASOCtY | Y X{X X
Aster porteri Gray ASPO1 X x1x XPX|XEX| X)X X1X]X XE XX XEX|X]X X
Aster sp. AST1 X X "X} - X
Bidens frondoss BIFR1 Y X
Carduus nutans L. CANUY | N XXX X1 X X XIXEXIX|XIX|XIX]X]}X XXX X X] X
Centaurea diffuse Lam. CEDIN N X | X XIXIX]X§X X1 X X ) Ix XX
Chrysenthemum leucanthemum L. cHEl [N X L
Chrysopsis fulcrata Greena CHFUY | Y] X X|X§XEX . x| x[x X X} X|X
Chrysopsis villosa Pursh. CHVI1 YIX|X{X]IX]|X]X]X XEX|X|PXPX]X]-X A XEX]Ix{X|X X X X X|X X}| X
Cichorium intybus L. cint_ [N : X X x| x
Cirsium arvense (L.} Scop. CIAR1 N X{X|X X xIx I xdxIx I xExdxxbxIx] x| xdbx]x]x{x]x]x|x
Cirsium undulatum (Nutt.} Spreng. CIUN1 YIXIXIX]IXIXIXIX|X]X]IX xPx]xlxlx]x|x i ! X
Circiurmn vulgare {Sevi} Ten. CIVU1t N ‘ v ‘X X
Conyza canadensis {L.) Crong. COCAl | ¥ XX X X|X]| X
Crepis occidentalis Nutt. CROCY Y
Erigeron divergens T. & G. ERDIY Y XIX]XIX X X X| X - XEX]X XIX|X X
Erigeron flageflaris Gray errLt | v x xpxIxx{x]x]|x}x X X x| x X X X x| x]x
Erigeron sp. ERI1 X - .
Gaillardia eriststa Pursh. GAARY Y X | X{X XpX|X]|X
Grindelie squarrozs (Pursh.} Dun. GRsal | v x|-x x| x| xExDxIx{x|x]|x]x]x]|x x|x) x| x|x
Gutisrrezia sarothrae {Pursh.} Britt. & Rusby GUSA1 Y XIX|IXEX|X] X XXX X XX Xt X XIXIX|XIX]|X] X
Helisnthus ennuus L. HEANY | ¥ X X| X X .
Helianthus petioleris Nutt. HEPE1 Y X X X X X X
Helianthus pumilus Nutt, HEPU1 YIX|X]IX]X{X X|IX|XIX] X X| X X X
Helianthus rigidus {Coss.) Desl. ssp. subrthomboides {Rydb.) Heser HERI Y X
Helianthus sp. HEL1 X X X X
. |Hymenopappus filifolius Hook. HYFIY Y X X X X
Iva axillsris Pursh IVAX1 Y i X
Kuhnia chlorolepis Woot. & Standl. KUCHY | Y x| x X X XXX X] X
Kuhnia eupatorioides L. KUEUt Y XIX|X]X|Xx]X X X X | X X| X
Kuhnia sp. KUH1 X )! X
Lactuca oblongifolis Nutt. LAOB1 Y b X
Lactuca serriola L. LASEY | N} X x| x [ {x b D D I D D o D i D o I [ x | x XX X x| x
Liatris punctata Hook. LIPUY YEX{X]IXIXI X XPXPXIXPX|X|X]X XPXIX{ XL X X|X}X XX
Microseris cuspidata {Pursh.} Sch. Bip. MICU1 Y X{X X1 X X| X XX XX X .)i X
Pictedeniopsts oppositifolia (Nutt.}) Rydb. PIOP1 Y X] X
4/30/97  TABLE3 XLS . S
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Xeric Sites Mesic Sites Riparian Sites Rectnimed Sites
N ; R
A ,, ] -1}
A RS R R R R R RN R R R RN R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R IR RER A RE RS R
1JRIRIRIR|IRIRIRIR|RIR|R|IRIRIRIR}IRIAIRIR|RIRIRIRIRIRIR|IRIRIRIRIRIR|R|R|R]|R
VOOOOOO\11000000,11.1-3300000111000000000
SPEC-E1116662222224441!1.V.333555000777888,999
SCIENTIFIC NAME CODE 93] 94195]93| 94| 95] 93| 94195 93| 94] 95| 93] 94| 95] 93| 94| 95]93| 94| 95] 93| 94| 95| 93| 94| 95} 93| 94| 95] 93| 94| 95] 93| 9495
Ratibids columnifera (Nutt.) Woot. & Standl. RACOT | Y] x| x x| x| x|{x]x]|x]|x x| x| x| x]xl [ x}xix]x]x X x| x
Scorzonera lainiata L. scLal_| N X x| xIx{x]x]x[x xIx|x] Ix{x]” X X x| x X X x{x
Senacio integerrimus Nutt. SEIN1 Y X X X | X x| X
Senecio plattensis Nutt. SEPL1 Y Xi X X X{X{X X{X - X x| xk: X XX
Senecio particides T. & G. SESP1 | Y x|x]x{xixIx|xix XIx|xp | x| x x|x{x
Senecio tridenticulatus Rydb. SETRY | v ) X X
Solidago gigantes Ait. SOGI Y : X B
Solidago missouriensis Nutt. SOMI YIXIX X X]XEXIXIXEXIXPX]IXIXIXEX|X]XEIX]X]X
Solidago mollis Bart. SOMOY | Y X X X|XxtX XX X]X XX
Solidago nemoralis Ait. SONE1 Y X ] X
Solidago rigids L. SORI Y X| X X X
Solidago sp. SOL2 X X X
Sonchus arvensis L. ssp. ugilnosus {Bieb.) Nyman SOAR2 X
Sonchus asper {L.) Hill SOASY1 | N X X X
Sonchus sp. SON1 - - X
Stephanomenta pauciflora (Torr.} A. Nels. STPA1 Y X X
Tataxacum laevigatum (Willd.) DC, TALAY N
Tersxacum officinate Weber TAOF\ N XEXIX{XIXEXIXEXEX]X XXX X XEXIXIXEXIX|X]IX]X]X X XIX]X
Taraxacum sp. TAR1 : . X
Thelesperma megapotanicum {Spreng.) O. Ktze, THMEY | ¥ X X X X
Townsendis grandifiors {Nutt.) JOGRY | Y X
Townsendis hookeri Beaman TOHOY | Y X| X ¢
Tragopogon dubws Scop. TRDU1 N X XEXIX|XIXIX]IXEX]XIXEX I XIXEXPXPXEX]XPXDPXEXPXIXI X XEX]I XX XX XTXIX]X
Xanthium strumarium L. XAST1 Y ] X1 X
BORAGINACEAE
Cynoglossum officinale L. CYOF1 N X XIXEX]|X]X
Lappula redowskii (Hornem.) Greane LAREY | Y X X{x x| x x| x x| x
Lithospermum incisum Lehm. LINT Y x| x]x]x X X x| x|x
Mertensis lenceolsts (Pursh.} A, DC. MELAY | Y XX X X| X K > X ] X
Onosmodium molle Michx. ONMO1 | ¥ X|X]X x| x
BRASSICACEAE .
Alyssum alyssoides (L.) L. ALALY | N X Tl X X
Alyasum minus {L.) Rothmales avn INDx g x xd x ] x| x]x]x]xfx]x]x]x]'xix X xix xIxIxixIx{x{xix]x]x]x]x]x
Arabis fendleri (Wats.) Greene ARFE3 Y
Arsbis glabra (L.} Bernh, ARGL1 | N x| x xpx]] - X
Arsbis hirsuta (L.} Scop. ver. pynocarps {Hopkins) Rollins ARHI1 Y X )

4/30/97 TABLEJ.XLS
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TABLE 3. {cont.)

PRV ST R PSSR SRR N

Xerio Sites Mesic Shes Riparian Sites Reclaimed Sites
N
A .
TETITITIT T T T|OQY|TIT}T]T|T]T) T TR T ITETIT|TITIT|TITRTITITYINITITITITIT
V[RIR]R|R|R|R|RIR]RJR|R|RIR]R|RIR|RIRJR|R|RIR|IR|R|R|R|RJRIRIR}R|IRIRJRIR|R
vijojojojJojo]ojr1{r]r1]Jojo|ojo]jojojr1]t]rjojojojojo]jolr]jrjrjojojojojojojojojo
SPEC. Eltl1]1]els]et2f{2j2212}2}4}4]afjr:-}f1|1]313]3!5]/6]5)0|0joQ7]7]7]8]818J9]98]5»9
SCIENTIFIC NAME CODE 93| 94| 95| 93| 94| 95]193194]95]93{94|95]93|94|95]93|94]|95]93|94|95]93]|94|95]93|94]95]93|94|95]|93|94]|95]93]94]95
Arabis sp. ARA X X
Barbarea orthoceras Ledeb. BAOR! | N X XIXEX]IX|IX|X
BRASSICACEAE sp. BR1 X X X }: N X1~
Cardaris chalepensis {L.) Hand-Mazz- CACH1 I N - X
Camelina microcarps Andra. CAMIN INIXIX|XIX|IXIX}X{X]X XIXIX]IX{X]IXIXIXEX|{X|IXEX XX X]Xx X XX
Dascurainia pinnata (Walt.) Britt, DEPIY Y XEXEX]|X XX X]X XIX) IX[XEX]X]IX]X XX XX X X
Descurainia richardsonii {Sweet} Sehultz DERN Y XX Ex)x ) x| x) X X X
Descurainia sophis {L.) Webb DESOY | N X | X X - X
Doscurainia sp. DES1 X M el BN
Oraba nemorosa L. DRNEY | Y X ; X
Draba reptans {Lam.) Fern. DORRE1 Y X X X1 X X{X XX 1P X X] '.X X
Erysimum asperum (Nutt.) DC. ERAS1 YIX] X XIX]|X X XXX x x| x]x]x|x — X X
Erysimum repondum L. ERREY N : X i X v '
Lepidium sp. LEP1 X x| Ix]x X
Lepidium densiflorum Schrad. LEDE1 Y X X XX ) X X
Lesquerells mentana (A. Gray) Wots, LEMO1 YIX|XPXEIX]X]XIX|IX{X]X]|X X ..
Nasturtium officinsle R. Br. NAOFY | N " IRARS
Physatis vitulifera Rydb. PHVIN Y > X
Sisymbsum sltissimum L. SIALY N XIX|XIX]IX|IXEXIXIX| X X|X]IX]|X}XEX X{X}I XX X| X
Thlasp: arvense L. THARY | N X x{x b lx x| x X x|x|x
CACTACEAE HEE)
Coryphantha missouriensis {Sweet) Britt, & Rose coMmi YEX|IXIXEX] XX XX X} X X | X
Echinocereus viridiflorus Engelm, ECVIV YEXIX]IXEXPXPXEX]X|IXEXIX]IXEPXPXIXIX]X] X X
Opuntia fragilis {Nutt.) Haw, OPFR1 Y X | X XIXIXFX]IXIXIX|X]XEX| XX X{X
Opuntia. humifusa (Raf.} Ral. OPHUY | Y] XTI X{XIXIX|IXEX]IXIXEXPXIXIX| X XEX] XXX XX XIX|IXIX]X]X XEXI XX}
Opuntia polycantha Haw, OFPPOY Y X
Pediocactus simpsonii (Engeim.) Britt. & Rose PESI1 Y Xl X X X
CAMPANULACEAE s ’
Campanula rotundifolia L, CAROY1 | Y
Lobelia siphilitice L. LOSI1 Y ' X X
Triodanis leptocarpa {Nutt.) Nieuw, TRLEY Y X !
Triodanis 3p. TRI2 X X s 1y
CAPRIFOLIACEAE i
Symphoricarpos occidantalis Hook, SYOCY | ¥ ) X X XIXIXIXIX]X}X
CARYOPHYLLACEAE A
Arenaris fendlen A, Gray ARFE2 YIX| XX XIX]| X

4730197  TABLEJ.XLS
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TABLE 3. {cont.)

Xeric Sites Masic Sites Riparian Sites Reclaimed Sites
N 1.1 ”
A - . _
TITIT|T|TI¥{TIOIT(TRT|TIT}Y: T|T TIT|TITIT TITRT|TITRYITjYITITY
IJIRIRIRJR|RIRJRJR|RJR|R|R|R R.| R. RIR|RIRJRIR|RJRIR]JRJR|R|R]JR|R]IR
vio|ojojJojojoji]i1|1fo]o]o]o 111 ojojo|ojr1|1{1]Jolojojojojolojo]jO
SPEC- |EJ1[131]e6le|le]l2]2l282]1212]34 111 3]6165]5j]olojlof7{7|7i{8]|B8|8]O|9|s
SCIENTIFIC NAME CODE 95} 93]|94]95[93{94
Cerastium arvense L. CEARY | Y
Paronychia jamesii 7. & G.James PAJA1 Y XIX]|X§X ’ ;.'
Silene antirrhina L. SIAN1 Y X X X X
Silene drummondii Hook. SIDR1 Y XEX[X{X{X]X X X
Stellaria longifolia Muhl. ex. Willd. STLOY Y B
Vacceris pyramidate Medic, VAPYY | N X
CHENOPODIACEAE
Chenopodiaceas sp. CH1 X X
Chenopodium album L. CHALY | N X
Chenopodium leptophyllum Nutt. ex Moq. CHLE2 ] Y XIX]| X X{ X X x|
CLUSIACEAE
Hypericum perforatum L. HYPE! N X{X|IX|X{X]|X X| X X| X XiX]| XX X
COMMELINACEAE )
Trodescantio occidentalis {Brtt.} Smyth TROCY Y X X X X
CONVOLVULACEAE ‘e
Colystegium sepium (L.} R. Br. ssp sngulate Brummnt CASE1 X
Convolvulus arvensis L. COAR1 X X X X XXX XXX
Evolvulus nuttallianus R. & S. EVNU1 Y X X X X X{X
CRASSULACEAE -
Sedum lanceolatum Tor:. SELAY Y X
CYPERACEAE
Corex brevior (Dew.} Mack. ex Lunell. CABR1 Y N X
Carex eleochans Bailley CAELY Y X X| X x| x X!
Carex filifolia Nutt, CAFIt Y X | X N
Carox hefiophils Mack. CAHEL | Y X x| x X x| 1 x
Carex interior Bailey CAIN1 Y ) X
Carox lanuginoss Michx. CALAY Y
Carex nebraskensis Dow. CANE! | Y | N X|X{X]X
Carex oreocharis Holm, CAORY | Y X)X X
Carex praegracilis W. Boott. CAPR1 Y X X
Carex rostrata Stokes ex Willd. CARO2 | Y
Carex simulats Mack. CAS! Y
Carex stipata Muhl. CAST! | Y
Carex sp. CAR1 X
Eleocharis aciculans (L.} R. & S. ELACH ) X X
IEleochans macrostachys Bnit. ELMA1 Y - X} X
4/30/97 TABLE3.XLS ’
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TABLE 3. (eont.)
Xerio Sites Mesic Sites Riparian Sites Reclaimed Sites
N .
A ..
IR RS R AR R R R R AR R R R R R AR RS RS R R RS R R R A R R AR R DR R AR AR RARE RS
IJR|R|R]JR|R|RIR|R|{RJR|R|RIR}{R|RIR|R|RJR|{RIRJR|R|R|IR|R|RJRIR|R]JRIR|RJR|R|R
viojo]ojojojofr1|1]r1Q0|jojo]jojojo]r|]i1]|]r1jo|jojojojofjo]i]tjrt]ojojo]jojojo]lojo|oO
SPEC- [EJ1]1]1])e|e6lc)2|2]282|212fja]a)a]l1]1]1323]|3]|3]s5|{5]5(0j0o]lof72]|]7)7}8]8]8la]lsl)e
SCIENTIFIC NAME CODE 93]194]|95]93|94]95]93|94|95]93|94|95]93|94]95193|94|95]93|94]95]| 93| 94| 95193] 94| 965] 93| 94|95] 93| 94| 95]93}94|95
Eleocharis parvula {R. & S.) Link ex Blult ELPA1 Y X X X
Scirpus amencanus Pers. SCAM1 | ¥ XiX]| X X
Scirpus pallidus {Britt.) Fern SCPA1 Y -1 X|X| X X XXt X
Scirpus validus Vahl, SCVA1 Y XEXIX| X)X
Scirpus sp. Sci X
EQUISETACEAE
Equisetum arvense L. EQAR1 X| X X| X X| X
Equisetum hyemale L. EQHY! B X{ X X
Equisetum laovigatum A, Br. EQLA1 Y - X{X X| X
EUPHORBIACEAE Sl 1
Euphorbia dentata Michx. EUDE1 Y ‘X
Euphotbia marginata Pursh EUMAL | ¥ ) X
Euphorbis tobusta {Engelm.] Small EUROY Y XX X1X : X
Euphorbia serpyliifolia Pers. EUSE1 Y - - X
Euphorbia spathulsts Lam. EUSP1 Y X| X X ] X
Euphorbia sp. EUPY X ki -
FABACEAE o
Fabaceae sp. FAY X k
Amorpha fruticosa L. AMFRY | ¥ i . XIX|X]IX|{XiX]IX]X]| X
Astragalus agrestis Dougl. ex G. Don asact |yl x| x| x x| x xIx]x]- x| X
Astragalus crassicarpus Nutt. ASCRI1 Y X X]| X X ) X
Astragalus drummondii Dougl. ex Hook. ASDR1 Y X X| X X _
Astragelus llexuosus {Hook.}G. Don ASFLY Y] X XX} X XXX X X XX X
Astragalus missouriensis Nutt. ASMIt -1 Y X
Astragslus parryi Gray ASPA1 Y X1 X
Astragalus sericoleucus Gray ASSE1 Y X)X X
Astragatus shortisnus Nutt. ex 7.4G. ASSH1 J Y|} X]X XXX XIX|X X{ X X X1 X)X
Astragatus sp, AST2 XX X X - : X X X
Detca candida Willd. DACA1 Y X XEX{X]|X X {X
Dales purpurea Vent DAPU1 YIXIXIXIX]XIXEX]XIXEX]X X X X" X X
Glycyrrhiza lepidota Pursh, GLLEY Y ! XIX|X|XIXIX]IXIX]|X
Lathyrus eucosmus Butters and St. John LAEU1 Y ) |y X ] X XiX|X XX
Lupinus srgenteus Pursh. LUAR1 Y i X|X]| X
Melilotus albs Medic. MEALY | N X X X X X X X
Melifotus officinalis {L.} Pall, MEOFY | N x|’ B XXX X|IX|X]IX]IX[X]IX{X]|X
Mehlotus ap. ~ MELY

4/30/97 TABLE3.XLS
1993 ond 1894 spocios rchness besod on bo!t uansoct snd prod:
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TABLE 3. (cont.) - -
Xeric Sites " Riparian Sites Reclaimed Sites
N ; [ O
A . o R L L. |
TT'I’TTT?TTTTTTT'I-TT‘T.'T._T'TTTTTTTTTTTYT‘I’TTT
IRRRRRRRRRR'RRHR'RR'RR"_R;RRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRR
viojolojo|ojoj1|r1]liJojojojojojor1|r|jijojojojojojoltrji]|]ijojojojojojojojojo
SPEC: JEf1i111t16fele6)j2ij2|2fJ212]2]a]aja]jrlr|1k3}33]65|l65|610j0|l0g7{72]7]18]|8]|8]9]e}ls
SCIENTIFIC NAME CODE 93194 |965]93|941965193]94|95]93]|94|95] 93] 94| 95] 93]:94|:95]93| 94| 95| 93| 94| 85] 83| 94| 95] 93| 94| 95] 93| 94| 95] 93| 94|95
Medicago lupulina L. MELUY | N i o Ex Ex ] x XiX]I XXX X{X{X|X|X
|Medicago sativa L. MESA1 | N i XEX|XPXIX]X]|X
Oxytropis lambertis Pursh. OXLAY | ¥ XIXIXIX|X]X]|X]|X XX . X X
Psorsles tenuiflora Pursh. PSTEV | v | x xIx]x]xIx|xix¥x|x]xqx|x|{x]xix|xEx]{x]|x|x x}x]x]x X X
Thermopsis rhombifolia var. divaricarpa Nels. THRH1 A\ s 'X XIXIXIX]|X]X{X]X
Trifolium sp. TR | IS X .
Vicia americana Muhl. ex Willd. VIAM1 Yl Xx XIX{XIX|X|XEXEX]X XEXIX|XIX|X]X XIX|X]X X| X
GERANIACEAE '
Erodium cicutarium (L.} L'Her. ERCIN XX X] X XEX] X X
Gersnium caespitosum James GECA1 Y XX L ARARS
GROSSULARIACEAE
Ribes odoratum Wendl, RIOD1 Y X X|X]X
HYOROPHYLLACEAE . b
Phacelia heterophylla Pursh, pHHEr | v x| x x| x| x]x]x]x X x ) %] x
IRIDACEAE T 1
Sisyrinchium montanum Greene SIMOY Y X
JUNCACEAE
Juncus balticus Willd. JUBA1 Y XIXIX{X]|X]X XX
Juncus dudleyr Wieg. JUDUt Y X +oExIx] x| x X{X|X]X
Juncus ensifolius Wikst. var. montanus {Englm.} C. L. Hitchc. JUEN1 Y . X X X
Juneus interior Wieg. JUIN1 Y X X
Juncus nodosus L. JUNOI1 Y N X
Juncus torreyi Cov. JUTO1 Y X| X XXX X
LAMIACEAE
Hedsoms hispidum Pursh HEHIY Y{X B X |- X
Lycopus americanum Muhl. ex Barton LYAMY | Y X X| X
Mentha arvensis L. MEAR! | ¥ 1 ) X|xix xIx]xix]x
Monarda fistulosa L. MOFI Y B XXX X]1X]|X
Nepota cataria L. NECA}Y N -l X ) -t X |.x|x XIXiX]| X
Prunells vulgeris L. PRVU1 Y i ,. XXX X} X|X
Scutellaria brittonii Porter SCBR1 | Y ) )! EHS
Stachys palustris L. STPA2 Y X X | X
LEMNACEAE ]
Lemna minor L. LEMI Y X]X1X
LILIACEAE ,
Allium textile A, Nels. & Macbr, et vl xxd xdx]x x| x ] xIx [ xIx ) [ xIxIxxxF ] | x X X
4730/97  VABLEI.XLS , ’ ‘;; . -
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TABLE 3. {(cont.)

Xeric Sites Mesio Sites Riparian Sites Reclaimed Sites
N
A ) ;
(A RdR SR RS R RE R AR RA RS RS R RS R RS RE RS AR RS R R R R R RS RS R RERERERERER
1JRIR{RIR|R|A|R|{R|RJR|RIRIRIR|RJA|{R|RJR|R|RIR]IR|R]JRIRJRJR|RIRJR|R|R]JR|R|R
VOOOOOO'I1100000,0!111000000111000000000
SPEC. |EJ1l1]1t1e6]|6|lef2|2|2F2}2]214f4{4l1]|1]|1}313]3}6|J5]|]5}j0]J]ojor7|l7]|]718)818]919]9
SCIENTIFIC NAME CODE 93] 94] 95} 93| 94]95]93) 94| 95] 93} 94| 95] 93} 94]95] 93| 94| 95} 93194 95] 93| 94| 95} 93| 94| 95] 93] 94|95] 93{94]95]93{94195
Asparagus officinalis L. ASOF1 N X|X]| X
Calochortus gunnisonan S, Wats. CAGU1 X XX . X X
Leucocninum montanum Nutt. LEMO2 | Y] X X | X X | X X {X wX-§ X|-X]-
LINACEAE !
Linum perenne L. var. lewisu (Pursh.} Eat, & Wright LIPEY Y X{X|X XX XEX]|X]X X X|X X | X
MALVACEAE -
Sphacralces coccinea {Pursh.) Rydb. SPCO1 Y XiX X XIXIXEXEXXEX] XX X X X
NYCTAGINACEAE
Mirabilis linears {Pursh,} Heimerl MILIN YEX| X XXX XIXIXEPXEXEXPXEXEXPXDPX{X]X X
ONAGRACEAE -
Calylophus serrulatus (Nutt.) Raven CASE2 YIX]| XX XX} X
Epilobium cihatum Raf. EPCIN - X|X]|X]X XIX]X|X
Epilobium panieulatum Nutt, EPPA1 | ¥ X x| x| x!x x| x
Epilobium sp. EPI - ) X
Gousas coccinea Pursh. GACOV YIX{XIXEXIXIXEX XEX|XIX]IXIXIXEX}PX]X X1 X
Gauts parviflors Dougl. GAPA1 Y Pl X | X XX} X
Ocnothers biennis L. oean |v e x x I x]xIx]x X
Oenothera brachycarpa Gray OEBR1 Y X1 X X} X
Oenothera coronopifolis T. & G. OECO1 Y X X| X
Oenothera sp. OEN1 X - !
OROBANCHACEAE
Orobanche fasciculate Nutt. ORFA1 Y X| X Xl X X| X X X1 X X{X
OXALIDACEAE
Oxalis dillonii Jacq. OX0I1 N XIX]X X
PLANTAGINACE
Plantago lanceolata L. PLLAY N X| X X{ XX X
Plantago major L. PLMA1 X X
Plantago pstagonica Jacq. PLPA1 Y XX . Xi. I X X
POACEAE
Agropyron caninum (L.} Besuv. AGCAY | ¥ EE X | X
Agropyron cristatum {L.) Gsertn. AGCRY | N L X X X|XIXEXIXIXIXIXIX
Agropyron intermedium {Host) Beauv. AGIN1 N X X b X X X XEIX|{X]IXIX]X|IX]X|X]|X
Agropyron repens (L.} Beauv. AGRE1 N i XIX|IXIXIXIXIX{X]X
Agropyron smithii Rydb, AGSMIY | ¥ x| x]x]x X XEX]IXIX]XIXIXEXIXEXIXIXIXXIXEPXIXIXEX]I X X)X X X
Agrostis stolonifera L. AGST1 | N XIXIX]IXIXIXIX]|X]{X
Andropogon gerardn Vitman ANGE1 YEX| X XIXIXIXIX]X]XEX]IX{X xhx]x|x]x X
4/30/97  TABLE3.XLS Syt i e
1993 snd 1994 spocios richnoss basod on belt ransoct and prodi plot data binod 1995 epacios rchnoss basod on belt ransoct and point. intorcopt deta con!hinnd._ ! cg 8of 12
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TABLE 3. (cont.)

Xeric Sites Mealo Sites - Riparian Sites Reclaimed Sites
N - -
A ' 11 A}
TT‘I‘T'I’TTTTTTTTTTTTTT‘_T‘I‘TTTTTTT‘I’TTTTTTTY
IfRI{R|R|R|RIRJR|R|RJR|R|R]JRIR|JR|R{R|RJR|RIR|JR|R|R]JR|RIRJR|R|RJR|RIRIR|RIR
vjojojojojojojtrjtrjrjojojojojojojrjrjrtjojojojojoiojijrjrjojojojojojojojoflo
SPEC. |Ef1]1]1tejlets]2121212|212)4l4]4a)js]s1vE-3]13)13]65|6i6f0lojogrl7]7)18|8|8]9]9a]s
SCIENTIFIC NAME CODE 93] 94| 95} 93] 94§ 95] 93| 94| 95] 93| 94| 95§ 93| 94| 95} 93|:94| 95} 931 94] 965] 93| 94| 95| 93] 94| 95] 93| 94|95] 93| 94| 95| 93| 94| 95|
Andropogon scoparius Michx. ANSCH YIX|XIXIX]IX]IX]IX]IX]IXEX]IX X XxPxlx) -
Atristids purpurea Nutt. vear. longisets {Steud.} Vasey ARFE XIXIXIX|XEX{X]X X ‘X x| x|x} X
Aristida purpurss Nutt. ver. rob {Mernil} Hoimgren & Holmgren ARLO1Y YIX]IX]XIPXIXIXEXIXIXEX|X X|X]|X]X X XX XiX X XIXIXIX]|X]X
Aristida 3p. ARN X _ NIERENA X
Boutelous curtipendula {Michx.) Torr. BOCUY FYIXIX|XEXIXIXIXIX]IXEXIX|XEX X '-X ‘X XX
Boutelous gracilis (H. B. K.} Lag ex Grilliths BOGR1 | Y] X|X]X]X|X]|XfX]|X X XIX]Xx{x|X x| x XiX X PRI RS
[Boutetous hirsuta Lo BOHI1 xix|xpx]x]x]x xixpxix]xlxix|x]x}x X X
Boutelous sp. BOU1 X
Bromus inermis Leyss. BRINY N X{X{X X XEXIXIXIX]PXPXEXPXIXIXIXXIXIX]X
Bromus joponicus Thunb. ex Muri. IBRJA‘I NiX xPxPx]xdxpxdxIxxIxdx{x I x]x xfxIx]x]xfx]{x]x|x]=x XX X|XIXIX)IX
Bromus tectorum L. IBRTE1 NEXEX]X X | X X|IX]X XX XXX XX X1 X X X
Buchloe dactyloides {Nutt.) Engelm. BUDA1 Y XIXIX|X]IX]IX]IXIXEX]|XIXIX] XX XXX X X
Dactylis glomerata L. DAGLY | N XX X}IX{X
Echinochloa crusgallis {L.} Beauv. ECCR1 N X X
Elymus canadenss L. ELCAY Y X{X|X]IX|X]| XX XX
Festuca octoflors Walt. FEOC1 Y X
Festuca pratensis Huda. FEPR1 Y x| x| x X| X
Glyceria grandis S. Wats, ex A, Gray GLGR1 Y X X
Glyceria striats {Lam.) Hitche. GLST! Y X X
Hordeum jubatum L. HOJUY | Y X X X XX x| X
Koelera pyramidots {Lam.) Beauv. KOPY} YIX| X XEX{X|XEXIXIXIXIXIXEX|X]IXEX| XXX X[ X XX XX
Leeraia oryzoides (L.} Sw. LEOR? Y ) X X
Muhlenbergia filiformis {Thurb.) Rydb, MUFI1 Y X
Muhlenbergis montana {Nutt.} Hitche. MUMOT | Y X X] X X| XX XX X
Muhlenbergia racemosa {Michx.) B. S. P, MURAL | Y ) " X
Muhlenbergia torreyr {Kunth) Hitche. ex Bush MUTOY | Y[ X "L
Muhlenbergis wrightis Vasay MUWRL | ¥ x| Ixy X{X| XX X
Penicum capillers L. PACAY | ¥ B X
Panicum virgatum L. PAVIN Y i XX} X
Phlsum protense L. PHPR1 N " Ix]x]x)x]x|x
Pos canbyi [Scribn.} Piper pocal | v x| x S
Poa compressa L. pocot Nl x| x]xEx|x]xIx]xixdxix]xix!xIxIXIAEXExIxxtx|x{xx]x}|x x| x X
Poa palustris L. POPAY | N HEEEE X,
Poa pratensis L. PoPRY IND x| x xIxIxIxIxIxtxxjxixx{x{x]x!xIx{x|x|x§x]x]x}x]x XXX XIX§X]X]X
Poscoae ep. PO1 X - X X X
Schedonnardus paniculatus {(Nutt.) Trel. SCPA2 N e } X

4/30187 TABLE3.XLS
1993 snd 1994 spoces richnoss bosod on bol tansoct end prod
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TABLE 3. {cont.}

Xerio Sites Mesio Sites Riparian Sites Reclaimed Sites
N :
A . . O
TTTTYTTTTTTTTT'T_TT:.TT.TTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTT
IJRIR|RIRIRIRJRIR|RIRIRIRIR|[ARIRIR|IR|RIRIRIRIRIRIRIR|R|ARIRIR|RIR|R|R]RIR|R
viojojojojojojijt1jrjojojojojojojt1]|ijsgojojojojojofi]jr|jr1fjojojo]jojojojolo]o
SPEC- JEJ1]1]1]e|ejel2l2)12J2121204l4j411]1l'133]|3]|3)s5]65]s5jojlojof7]72|7)8)is8]s)slsale
SCIENTIFIC NAME CODE 93]94]95]93]94]95]93)94|95]93}94)95]93}94| 95| 93| 94| 95)93| 94| 95| 93| 94] 95] 93| 94| 95f 93] 24| 95] 93] 94| 95| 93| 94| 95
Sitanion hystrix {Nutt.} Sm. SIHY Y YExXix XIXIX]XIXIXIX]IXEXIX X I XEX X X
Sorghsstrum nutans {L.) Nash SONU1Y Y XX XXX )
Sporobolus asper {(Michx.) Kunth SPAS1 Y t e X
Sporobolus cryptandrus (Torr.) A, Gray SPCR1 Y X | X I X XX
|Sporobolus heterolepis [A. Gray) A. Gray SPHE1 Y X| X X , X X
Sporobolus sp. 1SPO1 M § X
Sphenopholis obtusats {Michx.) Scribn. spost | v S Ixix
Sparting pectinata Link SPPE1 |z x| x| x
Stipa comata Trin. & Rupr. stcor |y lx| x| xlx]xix]xdxlxyx!xbxPxbxixlx]xxEx X X X
Stips 5p. sTh X - x|
Stips neomexicans {Thur, ex Vasey.) Seribn. STNE1 Y X| X ki ) i
Stipa robusta {Vasey) Scribn. STRO1t Y i - . N X
Stipa vitiduls Tein, stvin | v]x]|x x| x| xfx fix ] ] ] xPix ) x| x] x X X
Triticum oestivum L. TRAEL | N X NEEREEEAD
POLEMONIACEAE )
Collomis linearis Nutt, coLn Y X x| v i
Ipomopsis spicata (Nuit.) V. Grant IPSP1 X X]X - ::.'
Microsteris gracitis {Hook.} Greene MIGR1 Y XX
POLYGONACEAE 4 .
Enogonum alstum Torr. ERALY YIXIXIXIX]IXIX]IXIX]|X]|X .;(H X ) X - 1-X
Eriogonum flavum Nutt. ERFL2 Y| X . X
Polygonum aviculare L. POAVI | N X x| - X »
Polygonum convolvulus L. POCO2 | N X X X X
Polygonum lapathifolium L. POLAI N B X|IX]|XEXxX] X
Polygonum sawatchense Small POSA1 Y X X XX X X X
Polygonum sp. POLY X
Rumex ctispus L. RUCR1 | N XIXIXIX]|XIXEX]|X]X
Rumex mexicanus Meisn, RUME1 X{X X|x XX
Rumex obtusifolius L. RUOB1 - |- X X
Rumex sp. RUM1 : y X
PORTULACACEAE N
Talinum parviflorum Nutt. TAPAY JYIX]X]|X X X A1AN
PRIMULACEAE Bl
Androsace occidentalis Purah. ANOC1 XX ki “‘ o
Lysimachia ciliats L. _ Lyen ) X
RANUNCULACEAE i -
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10 0f 12




et m m it - e

TABLE 3. {cont.)

Xetrio Sites Meslo Sitea ) Riparian Sites Reclaimed Sites
N ) ) ’
A It .
T'ITTTTTTTTTTTTIT'TYVT‘T'T‘TTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTT
|RRRRRRRRRRRRR‘RRv,v‘RRR_.R‘RRRRRRRRRRRRRRRRH
V0000001110000‘700'113,1:090000111000000000
SPEC- |Elt1]1]1]68le]slatai202f2|2]4|la]sal1}1}11])13]13]|3]|5|65|{5]10j0ofjo)72]7]7]!8]|8i8]jo]oals
SCIENTIFIC NAME CODE 93] 94| 95| 93] 94} 95] 93] 94} 95] 93] 34| 95{ 93| 94| 95{ 93|94} 95] 93] 94| 95| 93| 94| 95] 93| 84| 95} 93] 94| 95] 93{ 94| 95] 93|94
Delphinium nuttalisnum Pritz. ex Walpers DENU1 Y F i :‘s ~ X
Delphinium virescens Nutt. DEVI1 Y X x4 x}
Delphinium sp. DEL) x{ x| -
Ranunculus macounii Britt, RAMAY | ¥ |- . . i SAME: X X
ROSACEAE .
Agrimonia striate Michx. AGST2 | Y 1 1 |- X
Crotaegus erythropoda Ashe CRER1 Y . XXX X
Geum macrophyitum Willd. GEMA1 [ ¥ ‘ X{x|x x| x}x|x
Geum sp. GEU1 ) X
Potentilla fissa Nutt. POFI1 Y X X1 X
Potentilla gracilis Dougl. ex Hook. POGRY | Y] X ]| X X X X X X
Potentilla hippiana Lehm. POHIN Y{X|X] X X - X
Prunus virginiana L. PRVI Y - XXX X]X]X
R;so aciculens Lindl. ROAC! | ¥ X X X || X{X X X
Rosa arkansana Porter ROAR! { Y XX X | X X | X X A RS XX
Rosa woodsii Lindl. ROWO1 | ¥ : XXX X{X|X
RUBIACEAE :
Galium aparine L. GAAP! Y . | - X X X
Golium boreale L. . GABO1 | Y B 1 -1 X X
SALICACEAE
Populus x acuminata Rydb, POACH Y XX
Populus deltoides Marsh. var occidentahs Rydb, PODEY Y XEX| XXX XXX
Salix amygdaloides Anderas. SAAMI | ¥ XIXIXPX{X{X]X]IX]X
Salix exigua Nutt, asp. interior (Rowlee} Crong. SAEX1 Y XIXIX]IXIX]IX]X]|X]|X
Salix lutes Nutt. var, higulifohs Ball SALU1Y Y ’ - X
SANTALACEAE B
Comandra umbaliata (L.} Nutt, COUMY [ Y] X | X{X X X X{X] - |X 4 X X1 X X
SCROPHULARIACEAE
Castilleja integra A, Gray CAIN2 YiXxX - ‘ )
Castillajs sessilifiors Pursh, CASEd | Y X1 X X N
Linaria dalmatica {L.} Mill, LIDA1 NEx ] x]x]x]xixIxixixExix]x]x|x ) XIX| XXX X X]1X]|X X
Mimulus glabreta H, B, K, var, fremontii (Benth,} A. L. Grant MIGL) Y X
Panstemon angustifolius Nutt. PEANY | Y X X i
Penstemon secundifiorus Banth. PESE1 Y XX X x| x
Penstemon virens Penn. PEVI1 Y X]x XX XX - x| x X X
Scrophularia lanceolsts Pursh. sctaz | v S I I B X x| xix]x
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TABLE 3. (cont.)

Xerio Sites Mesic Sites Riparian Sites Reclaimed Sites
N
A . - o
Tiviv|vyr|vjrivivirvpv|vivyivjivirvlvlvivqgrivivieiv|vie|vicegriwvAgvwQgCOYqQC, ATl Y
I|RIR|RIRIR|IRIRIRIRIR|IA|RIR|IRIRIR|RIRIRIRIRIR|R|IRIR|IR|RIR|R|{R|R|R|R|RIR|R
VOOOOOO'I‘l1000000?‘1;1_-«1~00°°00111000000000
SPEC. JEJ1l1l1]e|ejef2|2]20212]2falaja)v|vlv]3]3]|3)6]l6l65)0i0jod72l7]17218)8]8}9l9]s
SCIENTIFIC NAME CODE 93]194§95]93|94]95]93|94|95]93]|94|95}93]|94|95]93]|94|95]93]| 94| 95] 93| 94| 95] 93| 94] 95]93| 84| 95] 93] 94| 95} 93| 94|95
Verbascum blattaria L. VEBLY N X} X)X AIXIXIPXIXIXIXIXIXEXIXEXEX | XEXIXIX] X X
Verbascum thepsus L. VETH1 N X X X X| X X)X XX X XX
Veronica {Raf.} Schwein. ex Benth, VEAMY | ¥ N ” ‘X1 X X X X]| X
Veronica snagallis-aquatice L. ) VEAN1 (N XIX| XX XX
Veronica peregrins L. VEPE! Y X X
SELAGINELLACEAE '
Selaginells denss Rydb. SEDEY | Y * - ) X X
SOLANACEAE i
Physalis heterophylla Nees PHHE2 | Y| X X X i S %y X
Phyaalis virginiana P. Mill. PHVIZ | Y 1 x ‘«4 x| x|x x| x
Phyaats sp. PHY . ARS) X
Quincula lobsta {Torr.) Raf. auot | v - - x x| x
TYPHACEAE )
Typhea latifolia L. Tvear |y x{x| I hx x| xx{x]x]x]x]|x
VERBENACEAE
Lippia cuneifolia {Torr.} Steud. Licu1t Y " XXX
Verbena brocteata Lag. & Rodr. VEBR1 X X| X
Verbene hastats L. VEHA1 Y ‘ . X[ X X{X]Xx
VIOLACEAE s e
Hybanthus verticillatus (Ort.) Boll Hyver |y Axx| |- Ix]xt |-
Viola nephrophylla Greene VINE Y X X|{X]X X| X
Viola nuttalln Purgh, VINU1 Y X | X XX X | X X X XX X i
Viola sp. VIOt X X X
119 111 ] 1|11 1111
7i8|l9)6j8|o]|e6|o{s)lr]ojol7|sia]7|olvRrl2]|6]9]l7]eloj1|3katlalalz2]|ajalr]|2]l2
Species Richness by Site 6jelojnjoals)e]li1ia]slz]|sislsiz]elelo 1]7)3jsjojaiajof2)2]lels|1]i]e6]|7]s
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# Families

‘1"."#‘ A nnuals

# Biennials

# Perennials

1994

1994 119956

oy ‘N-\b e,
R E

1993] 1994

1993] 1994 1995

S A e

T N R B

11 70 75
=17 57 74
60 79

62 76 76

SN

TR02 65 | 90 | 86
TRO4 61 | 70 | 71
TR11 65 | 86

64

82

100 |

73

90

88

Community values based on all 3 sites combined. T
Site values are the actual number of species from a site except where the column heading mducates otherw1se

Mean =average of 3 site values.
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TABLE 4. (cont.)

Growth Form

Shrub

Graminoid Cactus Vine Tree

Sample Site\Year 1993 1993| 1994 1993] 1994[ 1995] 1993 1984 | 1898
KericiCommanity 2 75 ey a2y B F0RESI08
TRO1 0 0 0
TRO6 0 0 0
TR12 0 0 0
Mean 0 0 0
[n e A S
TRO2 0 0 0
TRO4 0 0 0
TR11 0 0 0
Mean 0 0 0
Riparam R
TRO3 108 | 34 26 37 2 5 4
TRO5 53 0 2 2
TR10 84 1 3 3
Mean 82 1 3 3
Réélaimed Community: o521 8 YEEETY S 3.0
TRO7 22 32 36 8 8 8 1 1 1 1 1 - 1:-1--0 0 0 (o] 0 0
TRO8 19 33 32 5 7 7 0 0 1 -1 |- 1 -1 0 -] -0 0 0 0 0
TRO9 9 21 21 6 5 7 1 1 1 0 0 0. 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mean 17 29 30 6 7 7 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Community values based on all 3 sites combined. ) i
Site values are the actual number of species from a site except where the column heading indicates otherwise.
Mean =average of 3 site values.
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TABLE 4. (cont.)
Type - x Form
Dicots Monocots Pteridophytes Herbaceous. . - : . Succulent Woody
Sample Site\Year 1993 1994 1994 1995 ] 1993] 1994] 1995

Xeric:Caroinant

L_993| 1994} |

AEORNIRS R S
1

TRO1 1
TRO6 1
TR12 0
Mean 1

TRO2 2
TRO4 1
TR11 3
Mean 2

TRO3

1
TROS 30 0
TR10 35 1
Mean 35 1
Reclaimed: Community. . TR O e
TRO7 9 0 0 0 : ] 1 1 1 1
TRO8 8 0 0 0 24 41 -39 1.0 0 1 1 1
TRO9 7 0 0 0 15 26 28 11 1 1 0 0
Mean 8 0 0 0 23 36 | -37 B 1 1 1 1

Community values based on all 3 sites combined.

Site values are the actual number of species from a site except where the column heading mdlcates otherwuse

Mean =average of 3 site values.
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TABLE 5. PLANT SPECIES RESTRICTED TO SPECIFIC COMMUNITIES FROM 1993-1995 ECMP SITE DATA

SPECIES

COMMUNITY SCIENTIFIC NAME CODE NATIVE
MESIC GRASSLAND COMMUNITY {16 species) 88%
APIACEAE Musineon divaricatum (Pursh.) Nutt. ex T. & G. MuUDI Y
ASTERACEAE Crepis occidentalis Nutt. CROC1 Y
ASTERACEAE Picradeniopsis oppositifolia {Nutt.} Rydb. PIOP1 Y
ASTERACEAE - Taraxacum laevigatum (Willd.) DC. TALA1 N
BRASSICACEAE Arabis fendleri {S. Wats.) Greene ARFE3 Y
BRASSICACEAE Erysimum repandum L. ERRE1 N
CACTACEAE Opuntia polyacantha Haw. OPPO1 Y
CAMPANULACEAE Triodanis leptocarpa (Nutt.) Nieuw. TRLE1 Y
CYPERACEAE Carex interior Bailey CAIN1 Y
EUPHORBIACEAE Euphorbia dentata Michx. EUDE1 Y
EUPHORBIACEAE Euphorbia marginata Pursh. EUMA1 Y
EUPHORBIACEAE Euphorbia spathulata Lam. EUSP1 Y
LAMIACEAE Scutellaria brittonii Porter SCBR1 Y
POACEAE Festuca octoflora Walt.” ™ FEOCT - P s
POLEMONIACEAE" ‘Céllomia linearis Nutt. . —~COLI" "' - ©oi¥er.
POLEMONIACEAE . .V'Mi.cfrdsteris'gracilis {Hook.) Greenie '~ . MIGR1 «~ i Y
RECLAIMED GRASSLAND CdMMUNITY (4 species)
ASTERACEAE . ‘Senecio tridenticulatus Rydb. ' ‘ SETRY,
CARYOPHYLLACEAE © Vacdcaria pyramidata-Medic. VAPY1
FABACEAE Astragalus parryi Gray ASPA1
FABACEAE Medicago sativa L. MESA1
RIPARIAN COMMUNITY (113 species) 82%
ANACARDIACEAE Toxicodendran rydbergii (Small ex Rydberg) Greene TORY1 Y
APIACEAE Cicuta macutata L. CIMA1 Y
APIACEAE Conium maculatum L. COMA1 N
APIACEAE Heracleum sphondylium L. HESP1 Y
APOCYNACEAE Apocynum cannabinum L. APCA1 Y
ASCLEPIADACEAE Asclepias incarnata L. ASIN1 Y
ASTERACEAE Arctium minus Bernh. ARMI Y
ASTERACEAE Aster hesperius A. Gray ASHE1 Y
ASTERACEAE Aster laevis L. ASLA1 Y
ASTERACEAE Aster occidentalis (Nutt.) T. & G. ASOC1 Y
ASTERACEAE Bidens frondosa L. BIFR1 Y
ASTERACEAE Cirsium vulgare (Savi) Ten. CIvul N
ASTERACEAE Conyza canadensis (L.} Crong. COCA1 Y
ASTERACEAE Iva axillaris Pursh. IVAX1 Y
ASTERACEAE Lactuca oblongifolia Nutt. LAOB1 Y
ASTERACEAE Solidago gigantea Ait. SOGI1 Y
ASTERACEAE Sonchus arvensis L. ssp. uglinosus (Bieb.) Nyman SOAR2 N
ASTERACEAE Sonchus asper {L.) Hill SOAS1 N
ASTERACEAE Stephanomeria pauciflora (Torr.} A. Nels. STPA1 Y
ASTERACEAE Xanthium strumarium L. XAST1 Y
BORAGINACEAE Cynoglossum officinale L. CYOF1 N
BRASSICACEAE Cardaria chalepensis {L.) Hand-Mazz CACH1 N
BRASSICACEAE Nasturtium officinale R. Br. NAOF1 N
BRASSICACEAE Physaria vitulifera Rydb. PHVI Y
CAMPANULACEAE Campanula rotundifolia L. CARO1 Y
CAMPANULACEAE Lobelia siphilitica L. LOSI Y
CAPRIFOLIACEAE Symphoricarpos occidentalis Hook. SYOC1 Y
CARYOPHYLLACEAE Cerastium arvense L. CEAR1 Y
CONVOLVULACEAE Calystegia sepium (L.) R. Br. ssp. angulata Brummitt CASE1 Y
CYPERACEAE Carex brevior (Dew.) Mack. ex Lunell. CABR1 Y
CYPERACEAE Carex lanuginosa Michx. CALA1 Y

) CYPERACEAE Carex nebraskensis Dew. CANE1 Y

4/30/97 TABLES.XLS
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TABLE 5. (cont.)

SPECIES
COMMUNITY SCIENTIFIC NAME CODE NATIVE
CYPERACEAE Carex praegracilis W. Boott. CAPR1 Y
CYPERACEAE Carex rostrata Stokes ex Willd. CARO2 Y
CYPERACEAE Carex simulata Mack. CASi1 Y
CYPERACEAE Carex stipata Muhl. CAST1 Y
CYPERACEAE Eleocharis acicularis (L.) R. & S. ELACY Y
CYPERACEAE Eleocharis macrostachya Britt. ELMAY Y
CYPERACEAE Eleocharis parvula Link ex Boff. & Ringerbr. ELPA1 Y
CYPERACEAE Scirpus americana Pers. SCAM1 Y
CYPERACEAE Scirpus pallidus (Britt.} Fern SCPA1 Y
CYPERACEAE Scirpus validus Vahl. SCVA1 Y
EQUISETACEAE Equisetum arvense L. EQAR1 Y
EQUISETACEAE Equisetum hyemale L. EQHY1 Y
EQUISETACEAE Equisetum laevigatum A. Br. EQLA1 Y
EUPHORBIACEAE Euphorbia serpyillifolia Pers. EUSE1 Y
FABACEAE " - Amorpha fruticosa L. AMFR1 Y
FABACEAE Glycyrrhiza lepidota Pursh. . GLLE1 Y
FABACEAE®, - - Lupinus argenteus Pursh. 4 I LUAR1 Y .
‘FABACEAE - : - ‘Thermopsis rhombifolia var. divaricarpa{Nels.)- Isely -”'__.:T'D-IRHI - Y
'GERANIACEAE - Geranium caespitosum:James ssp. caespltosum James : A ,:' Y
GROSSULARIACEA,!_E .Ribes odoratum Wendl. T Y
IRIDACEAE Sisyrinchium montanum Greene g s Y .
. JUNCACEAE Juncus balticus Willd. .- o I ) v,
"JUNCACEAE Juncus ensifolius Wikst. var. montanus (Englm }C. L Hntchc Y
"JUNCACEAE Juncus interior Wieg. Y
~JUNCACEAE Juncus nodosus L. . Y
*LAMIACEAE Lycopus americanus Muhl. ex Barton Y
LAMIACEAE Mentha arvensis L. Y
LAMIACEAE Monarda fistulosa L. Y
LAMIACEAE Prunella vulgaris L. Y
LEMNACEAE Lemna minor L. Y
LILIACEAE Asparagus officinalis L. N
ONAGRACEAE Epilobium ciliatum Raf. Y
ONAGRACEAE Gaura parviflora Dougl. Y
ONAGRACEAE Oenothera biennis L. Y
OXALIDACEAE Oxalis dillenii Jacq. N
POACEAE Agropyron caninum {L.) Beauv. ssp. majus {(Vasey) C. L. Hitche. AGCA1 Y
POACEAE Agropyron repens (L.) Beauv. AGRE1 N
POACEAE Agrostis stolonifera L. AGST1 N
POACEAE Dactylis glomerata L. | DAGL1 N
POACEAE Echinochloa crusgallii (L.) Beauv. ECCR1 N
POACEAE Elymus canadensis L. ELCA1 Y
POACEAE Festuca pratensis Huds. FEPR1 Y
POACEAE Glyceria grandis S. Wats. ex A. Gray GLGR1 Y
POACEAE Glyceria striata {Lam.) Hitchc. GLST1 Y
POACEAE Leersia oryzoides {L.) Sw. LEOR1 Y
POACEAE Muhlenbergia filiformis (Thurb.) Rydb. MUFIN Y
POACEAE Muhlenbergia racemosa (Michx.) 8. S. P. MURA1 Y
POACEAE Panicum capillare L. PACA1 Y
POACEAE Panicum virgatum L. PAVIN Y
POACEAE Phleum pratense L. PHPR1 N
POACEAE Poa palustris L. POPA1 N
POACEAE Schedonnardus paniculatus (Nutt.) Trel. SCPA2 N
POACEAE Spartina pectinata Link SPPE1 Y
POACEAE Sphenopholis obtusata (Michx.) Scribn. SPOB1 Y
POACEAE Sporobolus asper (Michx.) Kunth SPAS1 Y
POACEAE Stipa robusta (Vasey) Scribn. STRO1 Y
POLYGONACEAE Polygonum lapathifolium L. PoOLAY N
POLYGONACEAE Rumex crispus L. RUCR1 N
POLYGONACEAE Rumex mexicanus Meisn. RUME1 Y
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TABLE 5. (cont.)
SPECIES

COMMUNITY SCIENTIFIC NAME CODE NATIVE
POLYGONACEAE Rumex obtusifolius L. RUOB1 N
PRIMULACEAE Lysimachia ciliata L. LYCi1 Y
RANUNCULACEAE Delphinium nuttalianum Pritz. ex Walpers DENU1 Y
RANUNCULACEAE Ranunculus macounii Britt. RAMA1 Y
ROSACEAE Agrimonia striata Michx. AGST2 Y
ROSACEAE Crataegus erythropoda Ashe CRER1 Y
ROSACEAE Geum macrophyllum Willd. GEMA1 Y
ROSACEAE Prunus virginiana L. PRVI1 Y
ROSACEAE Rosa woodsii Lindl. ROWO1 Y
RUBIACEAE Galium aparine L. GAAP1 Y
RUBIACEAE Galium boreale L. GABO1 Y
SALICACEAE Populus deltoides Marsh. var occidentalis Rydb. PODE1 Y
SALICACEAE Populus x acuminata Rydb. POAC1 Y
SALICACEAE Salix amygdaloides Anderss.. SAAM1 Y
SALICACEAE Salix exigua Nutt, ssp. mlenor (Rowlee) Cronq SAEX1 Y
SALICACEAE Salix lutea Nutt. SALUY Y
SCROPHULARIACEAE «Castilleja sessiliflora. Pursh : CASE3 oY
SCROPHULARIACEAE" ™~ : Mlmulus glabratus H. B. K. var. fremontu (Benth ) A L. Grant N MIGL:1 N
SCROPHULARIACEAE - ‘Scrophularia lanceolata Pursh.:*>:. < - ‘ “'sclA2: Y.
SCROPHULARIACEAE "Veronica americana.(Raf.) Schwem. ‘ex Benth. VEAM1 WY
SCROPHULARIACEAE. . Veronica anagalhs-aquatlca L. _ VEAN1 N
SELAGINELLACEAE - Selagmella densa Rydb ! SEDE1 :;Y_ .
VERBENACEAE Verbena' haslata L. VEHA1 -Y -
XERIC MIXED GRASSLAND COMMUNITY {23 species) 91%
ASTERACEAE Antennaria microphylla Rydb. ANMI Y
ASTERACEAE Chrysanthemum leucanthemum L. CHLE1 N
ASTERACEAE Gaillardia aristata Pursh. GAAR1 Y
ASTERACEAE Helianthus rigidus (Cass.) Desf. ssp. subrhomboideus (Rydb.) Heiser HERI Y
ASTERACEAE Solidago nemoralis Ait. SONE1 Y
ASTERACEAE Townsendia grandiflora (Nutt.) TOGR1 Y
ASTERACEAE Townsendia hookeri Beaman TOHO1 Y
BRASSICACEAE Arabis hirsuta (L.) Scop. var. pynocarpa (Hopkins) Rollins ARHIN Y
CARYOPHYLLACEAE Arenaria fendleri A. Gray ARFE2 Y
CARYOPHYLLACEAE Stellaria longifolia Muhl. ex Willd. STLO1 Y
CHENOPODIACEAE Chenopodium album L. CHAL1 N
CRASSULACEAE Sedum lanceolatum Torr. SELA1 Y
CYPERACEAE Carex filifolia Nutt. CAFI Y
FABACEAE Astragalus missouriensis Nutt. ASMIN Y
ONAGRACEAE Calylophus serrulatus {Nutt.) Raven CASE2 Y
POACEAE Mubhlenbergia torreyi (Kunth) Hitche. ex Bush MUTO1 Y
POACEAE Poa canbyi {Scribn.) Piper POCA1 Y
POACEAE Sorghastrum nutans (L.) Nash SONU1 Y
POACEAE _Stipa neomexicana (Thur.) Scribn. STNE1 Y
POLEMONIACEAE Ipomopsis spicata (Nutt.) V. Grant IPSP1 Y
PORTULACACEAE Talinum parviflorum Nutt. TAPA1 Y
PRIMULACEAE Androsace occidentalis Pursh. ANOC1 Y
ROSACEAE Potentilla fissa Nutt. POFIN Y

Note: Those species identified only to genus or family which only occurred in one community were not included in this list.
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TABLE 6. WOODY STEM AND CACTUS DENSITIES AT ECMP:SITE_.S (1993-1995)

Cactus Density {cacti/m?)

Woody Stem Density (stems/m?)

1993
Q0 85

0.520 0.790

0.190 0.210

. 1080

7 0:340™
0.430
0.270
0.320

0.030"
0.070

;Gfassland

1994 1995 3 yr. mean 1993 - 1994 1995 3 yr. mean
——— e = L T

T o e
0I5 04 RO
b 0} I QM

1.010 0.004 0002  0.002  0.003

0.213 0.160. 0110  0.240  0.170
0.000 ¢

.
FEE

0.000 5.540 - 5.240

0.037 10.100 ~11.180
0.008 0.002  0.002 0.002 0.002
0.001 0.010 - - 0.004 0.004 0.006

0.013 ---0.000 " -;0.000 0.000 0.000

Site values are based on n=5.
Community values are based on n=15.
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TABLE 7. ECMP BASAL COVER AMOUNTS BY SITE AND COMMUNITY (1994-1995)

% Water
1995 984-95

% Bare Ground
1994 1995 94-95 Mean

% Rock o
995 94-95 Mean

% Vegatation % Litter
1995 94-95 Mean

1 1994 Mean

EIEES P T E T R R T TS s
Gormuinity SESCRE R T S N R SRR o KRR eeg

2.2 9.2 5.7 0.0 0.0 0.0
1.6 4.2 29 0.0 0.0 0.0
7.8 4.2 o]

ixed Grassiand Comtmpig

i Woedland Cormmunity
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TABLE 8. TOTAL FOLIAR, SHRUB, AND TREE COVER MEANS
AT ECMP COMMUNITIES (1993-1995)

Cover Type Community 1993 1994 1995 93-95 Mean

Foliar Xeric 76 87 88.7 83.9

Foliar Mesic 75 921 97 87.7

Foliar Riparian 61 66 77 68.0

Foliar Reclaimed 61 80 86 75.7

Shrub Xeric NA 1 1 1.0

Shrub Mesic NA 1 2 1.5

Shrub Riparian NA 40 39 39.5

Shrub Reclaimed "NA 0 0 0.0

Tree Xeric NA (o) o 0.0

Tree Mesic NA 0 0 0.0 -

~Tree Riparian . . NA 19 19 - 19.00
Tree’ Reclaimed * NA' o " 0 - 0.0 .o T

NA = not available .
Community means based on n=1 5
Values are percentages.
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TABLE 9. FOLIAR COVER COMPARISONS AT XERIC MIXED GRASSLAND ECMP SITES FOR 1993, 1994, AND 1995

4/23/97 TABLES.XLS See last page for column heading explanations.

XERIC GRASSLAND SITES
TRO1-93 TRO1-94 TRO1-95 TROS-93 TROS-94 TROS-95 TR12-93 TR12-94 TR12-95
3 F F F £l F F F F
H R IR JA R IR |A R IR A R IR A RIR |A |'R|R A R [R |A R |R A R |R [A
P E|E |B € (e |8 e e (e £E e e ele 8" | e |e (8 E|e |8 E|e |8 E (e |8
£ Nl @il H a |t H ajlt H a|t S a |t s a |t H alt H Q |t S a it H
C Alvlaclociulacfloclu|acloclu|acljoclulacjoclu|aclocluiaclociulacloclulacloc
c T| E|TOjL Ol E |TO(LO|E (TO[LOJ E|TO|LO| E|TO|LO| E|TO|JLO] EjTOILO} E[TOjJLO| EfTOJLO
(o TP NjULVIUVIN[EVIUV] NI VIUVIN|[TVIUOV.N[] VIUV]:N-[T VIUV| NI VIUVI NI VIUVINT]I VUV
p [vlc|veite|lciveE[re|lcivelre]lc|veElre|civE|refc|vElTelcivEjTelcivE|TeE]lc|vE[lTE
E EJ Y |E RIER| VY |ERIERI YIE RIER] VY |ERIERIY I{ERIER|I Y |ERIER] Y IERIER|] Y |ERIER|l Y JERIER
SCIENTIFIC NAME R
AGAVACEAE
Yucca glouca Nult, YUGLY | Y 20 1 0.261 0.2
APIACEAE
Lomatium ortentale Coull. & Rose LOOR! | Y 20 10.25( 0.2
ASCELPIADACEAE
Ascleplas virdiflora Rof. S lAsV Y 0.25] 0.2
ASTERACEAE
Achiliga millsfolium L ssp. lanulosa (Nutt.) Piper ACMIT | Y 7 0.25{ 0.2
Ambyosia psliostachya DC. AMPS1 | Y] 20 | 0.281 0.2 20 [0.24] 0.2 | 20 | 0.52] 0.4 401051 04] 20{022]| 0.2] 40 {0.67] 0.6
Anlennario micarophylla Rydb. ANMI | Y L 20 10.22] 0.2
Artemisio figlda wid. ARFRY | Y 2010251 0.2 20 10.26] 02 ] 20 |022) 0.2 | 20 {0.22] 0.2
Artemisio tudoviclano Nut. ARLUL | Y 20 1 0.26} 0.2 ¥ 40 | 0.5 ] 04 &0 11351 1.2
Aster porter Groy ASPOT | Y] 60 [3.92] 28 | 100] 1031 8.4 ] 100{25.1]21.2 601 1 108 40 (044]| 04] 80 13.59| 3.2
Carduus nutans L CANUTI N 60 11314 v 1201022} 0.2) 201043} 0.4
Centaurea diffusa Lom, CEDH | N ) 20 1 0.22| 0.2
Chrysopsis fulcrata Greene ICHFU1 | Y| 20 [0.28] 0.2 | 20 | 0991 0.8 | 20 j0.24] 0.2 - 20 10441 0.4
Chrysopsls villosa Pursh. CHVI! 1Y 100i588( 42 4{100]|4.19{ 3.4 ] 80 (236] 2 20 {0.22] 0.2 80 2 1.6 { 40 1 0688]| 0.8 ] 40 1045 0.4
Clrslum arvense (L) Scop. CIAR] | N 20 [ 0.26] 0.2
Edgeron flagellars Gray ERFLYI | Y 20 | 0.26} 0.2 40 10.451 0.4
Hallanthus pumilus Nutt. HEPU! | Y 20 | 0.26] 0.2
Loctuco semiola L. LASE] | N 20 10.22| 0.2
Uatris punctolo Hook. UPUL | Y] 1001756) 54]1100]4.43]| 3.6 | 80 [2.361 2 60 (1751 141 801 3.1 | 28] 80 {247} 22
Sconronera laciniota L SCLAl | N 40 {0.45] 0.4 20 { 0.221 0.2
Thelesperma megapotanicum (Spreng.) O. Kize. THMEY | Y 20 10.22] 0.2
Tragopogon dubius Scop. IROUI [ NJ 20 (0281 0.2 047] 041 20 | 026! 0.2 60 1087|087 201025| 021 201022) 02| 40 0671 0.6
BORAGINACEAE M
[Mertensia Ionceolota (Pursh.) A. DC. MELAL | ¥ 20 {024} 02
BRASSICACEAE -
Alyssum minus (L) Rothmagler AUMI INJ 20 10281 0.2 | 20 {1971 1.6 ]| 20 | 0.47]| 0.4 40 11571 14}l 60| 13112 400751 06)] 80 1553( 5 [100]126]1 1.2
Camelino microcampo Andrz. CAMI I N 80 {0891 0.8 | 100]4.98¢ 4.6 ] 80 1 081 801 1.1 1 60 | 2021 1.8
Descurainla rchardsonll (Sweel) Schuitz DERN | Y Lo {1120 {043} 0.4
Erysimum asperum (Nutt.) OC. ERAS) | Y] 2010281 0.2 ] 20 0.25] 0.2 20 | 0261 0.2 067106 -
Lepidium sp. LEPY 0.22{ 0.2
Lesquerelia montana (A. Gray) Wals. LEMOL | Y 40 10491 0.4 ] 20 1047 0.4 20 10.22] 0.2
Sisymbrium altissimum L. SIALY N 40 067 06| 6071 195] 1.8 20 10.22] 0.2
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XERIC GRASSLAND SITES - .-

TRO1-93 TR01-94 TRO1.95 TRO5-93 TRD6-94 TR06-95 TR12-93 TR12-94 TR12-95
F F F F F | -F F F F
S R iR |A R [R [A R IR |]A R IR |A R |R- |A R IR {A R IR |A R|R |A R|R ]A
|4 E (E 8 € |E B E |E B E }E B E-|E B E-|E B E E B E{E :) E {E B
E |N| et H e |t H QL H Q|t H] e |t s |lalt s e |t S Qit H QL H
c Al VIACIOC| U |JACIOC|IU|AC|IOCJU|AC|IOClU]|AC(OClU]|ACIOCJUAC|OC|lU]AC|IOC| UiAC|IOC
C |T{EJTO|ILO| E|TO|jtO]lE|TO|LO|] E|jTO|LO] E|TO|LO] E|TO|LO] EjTOlLO|l E{TO|LO| E|TOlLO
(o] lNIVUVNIVUVNIVUVNIVUVN’I:VU"V_NIVUVNIVUVNIVUVNIVUV
D |[VICIVEITE|C|VE|ITE|CI|VE|ITEJ]CI|VE(TE|C|VE|TE|CI|VE|TE]JC{I{VE|[TE|lCI|VE|TE|lCI|VE|TE
E El Y |E RIE R| Y |E RIER| Y |E RIER|] VY |E R{E R| YI|ERIERI Y JE RIER}] Y !ERIER] Y JER|JER| YIE RIER
SCIENTIFIC NAME )
CACTACEAE
Echinocareus viddiflorus Engelm. ECVIl | Y 20 10.22]| 0.2
Qpuntlo humifuso (Rof.) Rof, OPHUl | Y 40 1044 04
CARYOPHYLLACEAE
Arenario fendler A, Gray ARFE2 | Y1100|896] 64 1 100] 665] 54 | 80 | 3311 2.8 100 1524] 4.2 1100{6.19} 56 | 60 | 247} 2.2
|Paronychio jomesli 1. & G.Jomes PAJAY | Y] 40 |0561 04 20 | 0251 02| 60 {0.7)] 0.6
CLUSIACEAE
Hypericum perforatum L. HYPE! | N] 20 10.28] 0.2 ] 40 10741 0.6 024] 0.2 20 10251 0.2 20 10.221 0.2
CYPERACEAE
Carex eleocharls Bailey CAELl | Y] 100{7.28¢ 52 60 14,191 3.2 100|923} 7.4
Carex filifolia Nutt. CAFll | Y 40 1'0.45| 0.4 | 20 | 0.22) 0.2
Carex hellophiio Mack. CAHELl | Y 100} 641 52(100(591{ § 60 | 2.46] 2.2 | 60 | 3.03} 2.8 1001044 94 | 100 5611 5
EUPHORBIACEAE
Euphorbia robusta (Engelm.) Small EUROL | ¥ - 20 {0.22] 0.2 | 20 10.22{ 0.2
FABACEAE ]
Daleo purpureo Vent DAPUY | V] 20 {0.84] 0.6 N
Psoralea tenuiflora Pursh. PSTEl JY]l00{ 42! 3 80 1296 2.4 | 80 236 2 80 | 1.57] 1.2} 20 0.221 0.2.| 60 [1.08] 1001424] 3.4| 80 [243) 22 ) 80 [1.57] 1.4
HYDROPHYLLACEAE ] .
Phacelia heterophylia Pursh PHHE) | ¥ 20 10.25] 0.2
LIUACEAE
Allium taxtile A, Nels. & Mocbr. ALTEY | Y 20 j0.25| 0.2 20 {0.22} 0.2
LINACEAE
Unum perenne L. vor. lewisll (Pursh.) Eal., & Wiight LIPEY Y 0.79 0.6 0.22] 0.2 | 40 [ 0.65] 0.6
NYCTAGINACEAE
Mirabilis ineards (Pursh.) Helmer MiLh Y 0.26] 0.2 0.221 0.2 20 {0.25¢{ 0.2
ONAGRACEAE il TR
Calylophus sermulatus (Nutt.) Raven CASE2 { Y 20 [ 0.24] 0.2 - 40 10.75| 0.6 1 40 |0.44] 0.4 | 20 | 0.22] 0.2
Qenothera coronopifolia 1. & G. QECOl] Y 20 | 0.25¢ 0.2
POACEAE - ]
Agropyron smithil Rydb. AGSM1]| Y 20 {0.79] 0.6 | 20 | 0.22] ‘0. .
Andropogon gerardit Vitman ANGEN] Y] 100]15.4] 1 100 11.6] 9.4 1100] 1068 9 1 40 (079] 06 ] 20 | 0.89] 0.8¢ Y40 {1.08] 1 {aoo{147) 8] 00| n.3l10.2] 100132 118
Andropogon scoparius Michx. ANSC1{Y]100}11.8] 8.4 11001103} 84]100}544]1 46] 401079/ 06 ] 40 ]0.89| 0.8} 80 ]1.52{ 1.4 ]100{5491 4.4 | 100|288} 26| 60 { 09| 08
Adistida purpurea Nutt, var. longlseta (Steud.) Vasey |ARFEY | Y 20 | 0.26} 0.2 ] 40 | 0.671 0.6 )
Asistido purpurea Nutt. var, robusio (Meril)) Hoimgren |ARLOY { Y] 80 ] 14 | 1 40 10491 04| 60 {095{ 0.8 | 80 {1.57] 1.2 ] 40 10651 061601 ' {08) 80 |088108] 401|112
Boutaloua curtipendula (Michx.) Torr BOCUY| Y] 40 056! 04 | 80 [271122]{100] 261 22] 60 {0V} 40 0.6 - 13 [ 12]10012747 221 80 ]J221{ 2 80 224] 2

4/23/97 TABLE9.XLS See last page for column heading explanations.
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TABLE 9. FOLIAR COVER COMPARISONS AT XERIC MIXED GRASSLAND ECMP SITES FOR 1993, 1994, AND 1995

XERIC GRASSLAND SITES

TRO1-93 TRO01-94 TR01-95 TR0&-93 TR0S-94 TR0S-95 TR12-93 TR12-94 TR12-95
F F F F 13 A A I F F F
S R IR A R |R A R |R A R |R A R ‘R “tA- | R IR A R IR A R |R A R |R A
P E{E |B E|E |B E|E |8 E|E |[B (e |8 | EJE |8 E|E |8 E|E |8 E|E |8
E Nl @ |l S QltL S Q |t 1 Qift S Q| S QL S alt S et s Q |l s
C |AJU]JAC|OCl U |ACiOC|l U ]ACIOCIUACIOC|U]ACOCI V]ACIOCI U ACIOC|l U |AC|OCl U ]|AC|OC
c |tje|rofro] e |TtojLo|l ettolto]E|TojLo]le|To{Lo]l E|rojto]lEjrojLo]l e |rolLol e |To|LoO
(o] PN [T VIUV]INTEVIUVIN]LVIUVENT VUV N VIUVEN]T VUV NJT VIOV NI VIUV|N]I VUV
D VICI|VEITE|CIVE|ITE; C|VE|TE]C|VE|TE|CI|VELTE|C]|VE|ITEICI|VE|TE]C|VE|TEjCIVE|TE
E €] Y |ERIER| YiERIER] Y|ER[ER] Y IErRIER|LY.|IErRIER| Y.|{ec RIERE Y JE RIER] Y{ERIERI Y JERIER
SCIENTIFIC NAME T R R .
Bouteloua gracllis (H. B. K.) Lag ex Gdffiths BOGRI| Y] 40 [0.56] 0.4 | 80 J1.72¢ 1.4 ] 40 {071} 061 60 11.57) 1.2.|.80 {268} 24 | 80 | 195/ 18§80 1.5])1.2]) 80]1.55[ 1.a] 60 |102] 1
[Boute!ouo hirsuta Lag |80Hll Y] 40 [0.56] 0.4 ] 80 |1.72] 1.4 ] 20 {0,241 0.2 ] 40-§1.05} 0.8 : - - 20 10251 0.2 ] 40 {0.44]| 0.4 ] 40 | 0.9 { 0.8
|Bromus joponicus Thunb. ex Murr. lerial | N 40 |0.95] 08 ] 20 10.79] 0.6 | 60 | 2.46] 2.2 | B0 | 6.06] 54 20 10221 02} 60 1021 1
|Bromus tectorum L. lsrtEY | N 20 |0.251 0.2 | 20 | 0.47] 0.4 "1 20 ]0.45] 0.4 ] 20 | 0.22] 0.2
Buchloe dactyloldes (Nult.) Engeim. BUDAY | Y - - N 20 ]0.25] 0.2 ] 20 | 0.22{ 0.2
Koeteria pyromidota Lam.) Beauv. KOPY1 { Y] 100|4.48( 3.2 | 80 [443| 3.6 | 80 [ 1.89f 1.6} 60 1131} 0.22] 0.2.] . 60 |249| 2 | 40 10441 04 ] 60 [ 067] 0.6
Muhlenbergla montana (Nutt.) Hitche. MUMOI Y] 80| 98| 7 | 80 |837] 68| 80 18.75] 7.4 e ‘o 0|15 |12] 600220 2} 201067} 0.6
Muhlenbergia torreyl (Kunih) Hitche. ex Bush MUTO)1 | Y] 60 | 0.84] 0.6 I
Poa compiessa L. POCOY NJ 80 [504| 3.6 | 80 [4.43] 3.6 | 100[{8.98] 7.6} 40 | 3.66] 2.8 ] 40 [ 537 4a8]. 60.].628] 58 | 80 [3.74] 3 | 80 }2.43] 22| 80 | 5.83| 5.2
Poa pratenss L. POPRI {N] 60 [ 28 | 2 | 40 |4.43]| 36| 20 | 1.65] 1.4) 40 | a.45] 3.4 | 40 | 582] 52| 40303} 28} 20 [0.25] 02 60 f1.00] 1 ] 40 |0.45] 0.4
Sitanion hystsix (Nutt.) Sm. SV |V 20 10251 02| 40 [0.71] 0.6 N 20 | 0.22| 0.2
Sorghastrum nutans (L) Nash SONUY | Y] &0 | 1.4 ) | 40 [049] 04} &0 11.18] 1 80| 1.51 12120 ]0.22] 0.2 ] 40 | 1.35] 1.2
Sporobolus helerotepis (A. Gray) A. Gray SPHE) { Y 2 {074l 061 80 |1.18] 1 . . . 20 | 0.22] 0.2
Stipa comato Trin. & Rupr. STICOV | v] 4011681 12| 60| 64152] 60 [875] 7.4]100]{61.5] 47 | 100] 62.4]55.8]|.100] 49.4]| 45.6] 100] 34.9] 28 | 100| 39.4] 35.6] 100 34.8] 31
Stipa viddulo Trin. Stvil_ |v] 20 141 1 | 20 025] 02 : 1
POLYGONACEAE N
Erlogonum alatum Torm. ERALL | Y] 40 {0.84]| 0.6 | 40 [0.74] 0.6 20 10.22} 0.2
ROSACEAE -
Potentlla fissa Nutt. POF Y 20 [ 0.22] 0.2
Potentlla gracilis Dougl. 8x Hook. POGR1| Y} 20 10.28( 0.2
Potantilio hpplana Lehm. POHI }Y] 20 10.28§ 0.2 20 |0.25] 0.2 } 20 j0.24| 0.2
SCROPHULARIACEAE -
Unario doimatica (L) Mill. UDA1 | N 100/936] 7 11001805].72}1w0|lne!l 1nj20] ) (o8| a0 i1a¥] 1 | 204045 04
Verbascum thopsus L VETH1 | N 20 J026] 0.2 | 20 |0.22]| 0.2 ] 20 |0.22} 0.2
Totals 7.4 81.2 84.6 76.4 89.4 2.4 80.2 90.4 80.2
Frequency = percentoge of the totcl number of tronsects that a given species wos encountered on (n=5) M

Relative Cover = mean percent cover of G given spacies expressed as a percentage of the total vegetative cover of all species encountered (n=5)(lolo! # hits of a specles/totol # hits of all speclas)
Absolute Cover = the mean number of hits of a given species exprassed as a percenlage of the total number of hits possible (100 hIts/ironsect n=5)(lotol # hlt’s ol o spécies/iotal number of hits possible)
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TABLE 10. FOLIAR COVER COMPARISONS AT MESIC MIXED GRASSLAND ECMP SITES FOR 1993, 1994, AND 1995 ) '

MESIC GRASSLAND SITES 7+ ~ -~ .

TRO2-93 TRO2-94 TR02-95 TR04-93 - TRO4-94 - . TRO4-95. TR11-93 TRI11-94 R11-95
¥ F P F (3 R . F F F
R |R A R IR A R |R A R R A R R A -[°R R A R |R A R IR A R |R A
E|E |B E {E B E|E B £ |E B €€ [B..|.E{e- |8 E |E ] E{E B E|E B
Nl @ ]L $ et S e |l S QL s QjL s -l.a s Qltl 1) Qll S Qi S
Alufaclocjuiacloclu|acloclujacloclu|acloclu|aclocjulaclocluviacloc] vlacloc
TJE|TO|LOl E|TO|ILOl E|TO|LO] EITO]LO E_IOLd'E:!OLOETOlOEIOlOElOlO
N ]I VUV NI VIUVI NI VIUVIN]L VUV NI VIUVEN [T VIOV NI VIOV NFLVIUVEN|I VUV
VICIVE|ITE|C|VE|ITE|CI|VEITE|]CIVE|TE|CI|VE|TElCI|VEITElCIVEITE|C]|VEITElC|VE|TE
SPEC- | E] Y |E RIE R| Y IE R|E R| Y |E R{E R] Y JE RIE R] Y |E RJE R] Y |E R|E R} Y |E RIE R|] Y |E R|€E R} Y |E RIE R
SCIENTIFIC NAME CODE
AGAVACEAE
Yucca glauca Nult. YusLl | Y] 20 | 1.76] 1.2
APIACEAE
Lomotium orlentals Coull. & Rose LOORI | Y 20 {0211 02
ASTERACEAE )
Achlleo milefollum L. ssp. lonulosa (Nutt.) Pipet ACMD | Y 2 |o21] 02
Ambrosta psiiostachyo DC. AMPS1 | ¥ 2]0n]02] 2005104020022} 0.2 2j0471 04| 20021/ 021 20 |021] 02
Artemisla drocunculus L. ARDRI | Y 20 |028] 02| 40 0871 08 1.83] 1.8 2 lo21] 02
A islo tilgldo Wild ARFR1 | Y] 40 {059} 041 40{091| 08§ 40 J0s2| 061 20 |0.28] 0.2 20 102V 02
Artemisia ludoviciona Nutt, ARWUI [ Y] 20 | 0.59] 0.4 201 0.45]| 04 ] 40 J041) 04 ] 20 |0.28] 0.2 20 10.61] 06 1100}4.49] 3.6 | 60 | t.48] 1.4 1100)3.38] 32
Aster ericoldes L. ASER] | Y] 60 1088 0.6 20{023]| 02| 40 [041] 0.4 ) 60 {1.97] 1411 40 |066) 06| 80 11.83] 1.8 ¢ 40 {0.47] 0.4
Aster porteri Gray ASPO!1{ V{ 20 1 0.29{ 0.2 40 10.62| 046 S = 20 }1021] 02
Corduus nutans L. CANUN{ N 60 }11.97] 141 40 |0.441-0.4 ) 40 |203] 2 1891 1.6 60 1231] 22
Centourao diffuso Lam. CEDN |N| 20 {059{ 04| 60j068] 06| 60 |1.65{ 1.6
Chrysopsis villosa Pursh. CHVIl | Y] B0 1205( 1.4 20/ 0.45| 04| 20 |04t} 04 ] 20 {0.28]| 0.2 | 20 10.22] 0.2
Clrstum orvense (L) Scop. ClAR) | N - . - 20 ] 0.24] 0.2
Chislum undutatum (Nutt.) Spreng. CIUNL | Y 20/ 0.23} 0.2 T
Erigeron divergens 1. & G. ERDIY | Y] 20 {0.59]| 0.4 2010221 02¢
Elgsronﬂogellcﬂseroy ERR | Y] 20 |0.59] 04 401045} 04 | 20 |041| 04 ] 20 {0.28) 0.2 ] 20 10.66]| 06§ 20| 02 | 0.2} 40 | 0.47] 0.4 0421 0.4
Giindello squanrosa (Pussh.) Dun. GRSQ1| Y] 20 1029]| 02 ] 20/023} 02} 60 [1.23] 1.2 ] 20 [0.28} 0.2 |-20{0.44] 04-] 60 [1.42] 1.4 40 10.42| 0.4
Gutistrezia sarothrae (Pursh.) Britt. & Rusby GUSAL | Y 60 10.62]| 06 ] 20 (028} 0.2 | 40 0661 06 | 40 [0.61] 0.6 02t} 02| 20 jo.20 ] 0.2
Hellanthus petiolorls Nutt. HEPEl | Y . 2 |0.21] 02
|Kuhnia chiorolepls Woot. & Stand. KUCHY | ¥ . - 0.24] 0.2
IKuhnloeupolorIoldesL KUEU! | Y 20 |0.42| 041 20 {0.42| 0.4
Loctuca serrolo L. LASE) [N 20 Jo21l 0.2 2002102 2 |024] 02 80 | 1.26] 1.2
Uotrls punctoto Hook. UPU) Y} 2010291 021 20/0.23) 02 40 J1.85] 1.8 . . ) 20 | 0.24¢ 0.2
[Ratibldo columnifera (Nutt.) Woot, & Standi. RACO1{ Y] 80 [ 1.76] 1.2 80 §1.23] 1.2 20 |0.44] 04| 40 |041] 04
{Scoronera locintata L. SCIAI | N 100/ 2.05] 1.8 7 80 {1.65| 1.6 ] 60 [197] 1.4 | 60 13.06] 28 | 10013.85] 3.8
|solidago missourensis Nutt. soMil | v K 20 {0.21] 02
Tragopogon dublus Scop. TRDU! | N 1761 1.2 | 201045} 041 80 |3.09} 3 | 40 {0.84]| 0.6 . 10.611-0.8 1181 ) 0211 0.2
BRASSICACEAE S -
Alyssum minus (L.) Rothmoler AN INT 20 [1.17] 08| dojas2! 16| 60 |208] 2 | 40 {102} 081 40 1197118 Pao t1.42f 1.4 60 11.02] 1.2 ] 60 {297 28] 40 305! 3
Comelina microcorpo Andr. CAMII [N 20 |028] 021 60 {1.31{ 1.27]. 122/ 121 20101 06] 601297) 28 40 [189] 18
Dascurainio pinnata (Wait.) Biitt. DEPN | Y 010202 |
{Dascurainio richordsonil (Sweet) Schultz DERY | Y - i E I ) 40 1042 04 ] 20 10.21] 0.2
Erysimum ospatum (Nutt.) DC ERAS) | Y 20{0.23] 0.2
Lepidium sp. LEPY 204{0221 02| .-
Lasqueralio moniana (A Gray) Wats LEMOV | ¥ 21021] 0.2 ’ .

4/23/97 TABLE10.XLS See last page for column heading explanations.
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TABLE 10. FOLIAR COVER COMPARISONS AT MESIC MIXED GRASSLAND ECMP SITES FOR 1993, 1994, AND 1995

MESIC GRASSLAND SITES

TR02:93 TRD2-94 - TRO2-95 TR04-93 TR04-94 [RO4-95 TR11-93 TR11-94 TR11-95
F £ F E A s | cR £ £ F
R [R A R IR A R |R A R |R A R {R A "R IR A R |R A R |R A R IR A
E |E ) E |E -] E |E B E |E B E |E B E |E 8 E |E 8 E|E B £ |E B
Nl{a@ ]|t IS Q |t |s al|t |s Qit |s QL {s'{.ajr |s Qil H QL S QL H
Al-ujaclocjulacloclu|lacloclu|acloclujaclocliu|aclocjuijacloc]uvlacloc| v |acloc
T e|rofLOol E(TOfLOl E|TOJLO] E|TOILO|E|TOIL'Ol EjTO|LO] ElrojLo] e jTtolto] E|rtojLo
INlVUVNIVUVNIVUVNIVUV»N'IV'U‘V—-N%'IVUVNIVUVNIVUVNIVUV
VIC|VETE C|VETECI|VETE CIVEITE CI|VETElCI|VEITElC|VEITElCIiVE|TE|lCIiVETE
speC- |E] v |€ Rie R} Y |5 RIE R| v le riE R] Y |E-Rje-R{"Y |E RIER| Y ER|E Rl Y |€ RIE R] Y {E R|IE Rl Y |E RIE R
SCIENTIFIC NAME |cope - T N
Slsymbrtum oltissimum L l§IALl N 20| 0.23{ 02 40 |0441°04 ] 201060] 06] 20|07V | 061 20020} 02] 20 |1.26} 1.2
CACTACEAE i e )
Opunilo humifusa (Rat.) Raf. OPHUL | Y 2010221 0.2
ICLUSIACEAE 1
Hypeticum perforatum L. HYPE1 | N 021] 0.2
CONVOLVULACEAE .
Convobvulus orvensis L. COARII N 0.21] 0.2 - - 20 10.241 0.2
kEvolvulusnuMollonusR.&S. EVNUI 1Y] 20 { 0.29] 0.2
CVPERACEAE NS .l
Carex elgochotls Baley CAELI | V] 40 |4.99] 34 20]021) 02| 40 ]253] 1.8 | 20 104404 | 20 |0.41] 0.4 | 40 | 4.26] 36
Carex haliophiia Mock. CAHEL | Y 40] 4091 3.6 | 20 [2.88] 2.8 i I R 10010321 88 | 100]390} 38
Carex oreochors Holm. CAORI) Y 60 13781 3.2
FABACEAE
Astragalus flexuosus (Hook.)G. Don ASFLY | vY 201 0.45i 0.4 { 20 {0.21] 0.2 -
Dotso candido Wiild. DACAY Y 20 {0211 0.2 2010211 02
Dalea purpurea Vent DAPUY | Y N 20 1024] 02| 40 064} 06
Psoroleo tenuifloro Pursh. PSTE] | v] 80 13.52] 24| o0] 251 22| 100(17.82| 7.6 ] 80 [1.97] 1.4 | 80 | 262 2.4 | 100 3.65] 3.6 | 100)4.49] 3.8 ] 1001212] 2 | 100]3.36] 3.2
Vicio omerlcano Muht, ex Wild. Viam | ¥ 20 {0.22] 0.2
HYDROPHYLLACEAE - N
Phacelio hetesophvyila Pursh PHHEY { Y 20 10471 04
LINACEAE
Linum perenne L. var, tewisli (Putsh.) Eat. & Wrlght LIPEl | Y 401 1,36 1.2 20 10841 06 ] 20 | 0.22] 0.2
MALVACEAE
|Sphostaicea coccinea (Pursh.) Rydbd. JSPCOV]| ¥ 20 | 088} 06| 20j048) 0.6 ] 20 10.41] 04 0.281 0.2 .
NYCTAGINACEAE
Mirabliis ineotls (Putsh.) Halmerl MIUT | V] 20 {0.29] 02| 40]0.45] 0.4 2010281 02] 20 ]1022] 0.2° 02102} 20]024] 02
ONAGRACEAE
Gaura cocclnea Puish. GACOY Y 201023] 02 ] 20 (021§ 0.2 40 10441 0.4 02] 02
POACEAE
Agropyron intermedium (Host) Beguv. AGINY I N - 20 13374 2.4 -
Agropyron smithll Rydb. AGSMI Y[ 100140.5127.6] 100] 33 | 20 |100|31.5(306] 100}28.5120.4]100( 1571 144{1000103[ 19 Jtool200] 17 [ 80l ti.7) 1 [wolnel it
Andropogon gerardi Vitman ANGETI Y] 40 13231 22 ] 4011.50] 1.4 40 11.85] 1.8 80 {8751 74 ] 60 1403]1 38| 60 1378] 36
Andtopogon scoparus Michx ANSCIEY] 40 10591 04 ] 2010231 0.2 N 40 [ 0.42} 0.4
Adstida purpurea Nutt. var. fonglsela (Steud.) Vasey ARFEI | Y 20 10.28 40 (042! 04
Aristido purputea Nutl. vear, robusto (Merili) Holmgren & HolimgreARLOL Y] 60 11761 1.2 | 201068] 06 ) 40 [ 0.41] 0.4 20 10.41) 0.4 40 12361 2 [ 40 /0851 08| 60 [168) 16
Boutaloua curtipendulo (Michx.) Tor, {BOCUI Y] 80 14¢60] 32 80| 5.45] 4.8 | 40 (2671 26 ] 40 | 0.56 200210240142/ 12] 4010851 08
|Boutolouo gracilis (H B. K.) Log 6x Giiffiths [sogri] v] 80 {9.97] 68| 1001034 11.8] 60 |2.88] 2.8 | 60 | 758 80 1261) 26| 40 [108] 1 [100]160] 16 0841 08
[Boutaioua hirsula Lag o [v] eo [trel 12§ ool227] 2 20[02] 02 20i021] 02 1 |
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TABLE 10. FOLIAR COVER COMPARISONS AT MESIC MIXED GRASSLAND ECMP SITES FOR 1993, 1994, AND 1995-;‘

MESIC GRASSLAND SITES
TR02-93 TR02-94 TR02-95 TR04-93 1R04-94 TRM-95 TR11-93 JR11-94 TR11-95
F f F F Fi{ |- -F - F F f
R IR |A R [R {A R (R |A R [R- |A R4R |Aa_ | RR JA- [ R|R |A R IR {A R IR |A
E |E 8 E |E 8 E |E B E |E 8 E|E B’ .E |E B E |E B E}{E 8 E jE 8
Nj QL s Qift S Q it s aQlt 1) ajL S QL s ajll s Qi S QL S
AlVUIJAC|IOClUAC|IOClUjAC|IOCJU]AC|IOC U-AQOC-U«}ACOCUACOCUACOCUACOC
TleE|TOjLO]l E|TOjtO] EfTOILO] E|TO/LO] E|TO|LtO] E|JTO|LOlE|TO|LOlEItOjLOl E|T O]L O
1N visvin |t viuvinfiviuv NI viuv] njrvio v NJoviov] N viev] vl viev] N[ viv v
V| C |V EJT E] C |V E|{T Ef C |V E|T Bl C |V E|Y E| C [V E|T E|] C |V E|T E] C iV E|T E|] C |V E|Y E|] C |V E|T E
speC- J €| Y |6 RiIE R} Y {E RIE R] ¥ |E R[E R} ¥ |E RIE R] Y |6 RlE R} Y |e RIER| Y |6 RIE Rl Y |6 RIE R] v |E R|E R
SCIENTIFIC NAME [CODE )
{Bromus inermis Leyss. lsriNt_{N] 20 |0.591 0.4 20]045{ 04 ] 20 {0.62] 04
{eromus Joponicus Thunb. ex Mur. {BriA) [N 100|821 56 | 100]209] 18.4] 100 28.4] 27.6] 100 37.6] 26.8] 100] 48.7 | 44.6] 100 47.3[ 46.6] 1000 13 [ 11 [ 100] 258 24.4 100 § 39.1] 37.2
IB:omusIecIOﬂmL IBRTEI N 40 ]459) 42| 40.§3.04] 3 | 40]095] 08 ) 60 |8.05{76] 80 ] 84] 8
Buchioe dochyloidas (Nutt.) Engalm. BUDAI | Y| 40 | 0591 04 60[1.14] 1 | 20 {0.2){ 0.2 . 20.1065} 0.6 .
Koeleria pyromidata (Lom.) Beouv. KOPY1 | Y 20 0281 02] 20 (022 02 ] . 20 | 0.24] 0.2
Muhtenberglo montano (Nutt.) Hitche, MUMOLY 20 |0.28] 0.2 |-
Muhlenberglo wiighlii Vasey MUWRI| Y 20} 02} 02 20 | 0.421 0.4
Poa compresso L. POCOI[N] 40 J1.47( 1 401045| 04 | 20 |o21{ 0.2] 60 1112/ 0.8 | 60 |0.87] 0.8 | 80 11.62]| 1.6 ] 40 | 284 24 | 40 | 1.60] 16| 40 | 1.60] 1.8
PoQ pratensts L POPRI | N 029 0.2 20{ 0.23| 0.2 60 1281| 2 | 801751 161 40 |122]12] 60| 78| 664 80 (638 6 | 80 [1.89] 18
Poaceoe sp. PO1 20 10.211 0.2 N
Sporobolus cryptandio (Ton.) A, Giay SPCRY | Y 0.29( 0.2 -
Sporobotus heterolepls (A. Gray) A. Gray SPHE1 | ¥ NN 20 |0.42| 04
ISIipocomo!cTrlr\.&Rupr. SICOI f Y| 40 f264( 18] 4011141 1 | 20 |0.62] 06 20 10.22] 0.2 100|116 98 160|867 82| 80 | 315 3
Stipa vitidula Trin, Svit | Y| 20 0.2 40/ 0681 06 | 40 11.03} 1 40 10661 0.6 | 40 J0.81]| 0.8 | 20 |236] 2 | 60 14.24] 4 | 60 | 2.94] 28
POLYGONACEAE - N A
[Eslogonum alotum Tour. ERAL! { Y 20 {o21] 02 A VN AN )
Polygonum sawatchense Smoll POSAl | ¥ Gl cleitle0fo02] 02
SCROPHULARIACEAE 1 [
Unaria doimatico (L) Mill. UDAI | N 20 1084]| 06-]-8010.871 0.8-] 60-11.42| 1.4] 40 {095| 08 } 40 1233} 22| 60 {1.26] 1.2
Verbascum thopsus L. VETHY | N .- KIBNE i -
Tolal Absolute Cover (%) _ 68.2 88 Q7.2 . n2l .. - 91.6 . 98.6 84.6 Q4.4 95.2

Frequency m percentage of the tolo! number of transects thot a given specles wos encountered on (n=5) ) b
Relotive Cover = meon percent cover of o given specles expiessed s 0 percentage of the total vegetative cover of ol specias encountered (nusxrofol ] hns of 0 specles/total # hits of ol specles)
Absolute Cover = the meon number of hils of @ given spaclas expressed as a percentage of the 1otal number of hits possibie (100 hifs/iransect, n=Sxtotal 8§ hits o( a specias/totol numbet of his possibia)

s oro
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TABLE 11. FOLIAR COVER COMPARISONS AT RECLAIMED GRASSLAND ECMP SITES FOR 1993, 1994, AND 1995

RECLAIMED GRASSLAND SITES
TR07-93 TRO7-94 TRO7-95 TROB-93 TRO8-94 TROB-95 TR09-93 TR09-94 TRO9-95
F 3 F ¥ F F1. 3 ¥ T
s R |R A R IR A R R A R [R A R |R-‘|AY R|R A R |R A R |R A R IR A
- P ele |8 [e|e |8 |efe |8 Jefe |8 |eje (8 Jeje~|s-|e]e (8 [ele |8 |E]e |8
E N|jQ |t L3 QL S QjL H ail s ajl s Q l. S Q|t s ajlL s et s
[+ AlviacioCclviAcCiOoClUlACOCIU|ACIOCIUJACIOCIU|ACIOCIU]ACIOC|lUlACIOCIU]AC|OC
[ T|E|TO/LO|E|TOJLO]EJYO|LOLE|TO|LOJEIT Ot O}'E T OJ]LO|ETO|LOE|T OJ]LOJE|T O|]LO
o INIVUVNIVUVNIVUVNIVUVN‘I\'U:V{&I‘V,U;VVNIVUVNIVUVNlVUV
D |vlelvejt elc|velr elcivElvelc|vElrelciveElrelc|VeEltelc|velt e|lc|velt elc|veElte
£ E} Y |E RIE R| YI1E RIE R| Y J& RIE R] Y |E RIE R{ Y {E R|E R} Y (E R{E R] Y |{E RIE R| Y]E RIE R| Y |E RJE R
SCIENTIFIC NAME szl s LT '
ASTERACEAE N
Arternisio compastrs L ARCAl | Y 2010271 0.2
Aster porterl Gioy ASPO1 1Y] 20[/033] 0.2 2010.23] 0.2 -
Chrysopsis villosa Pursh. CHVI\ |V]201067]1 04]140!334f 1 ]40]/068] 06 2010291 0.2
Clisum arvense (L) Scop. CIAR! JNJ&O1 1 106]20]027]02]20{023( 02 401057] 0.4140]0541 0420 031 0.2
Cirstum unduiotum (Nutt.) Spreng. CIUNY | Y 201023( 0.2 ) i
Gutienrezio sarothros (Pursh.) Brith, & Rusby GUSAL | Y 401053} 041401091 08 201029 021" -
{Kuhnlo eupatoroldes L. KUEU1 Y 4204{027{ 0.2
Senecio spartioldes 1. & G. ]SESPl Y 2010361 021200291 0.2 -
Tragopogon dublus Scop. TROUL | N 20(027} 0.2
BRASSICACEAE -
Alyssum minus (L) Rothmalet ALMIY | Nf401067| 04 603211 2.4 ] 80)4.34] 38 20(03102]60|2511 24 (80)292| 28
Camelina microcorpa Andr. CAMI | N 201021| 0.2
CLUSIACEAE
Hypercum petforatum L. HYPE) | NJ20{033] 02201027} 0.2 —
CONVOLVULACEAE
Convolvulus arvensis L COARY | N 2010231 0.2 2010571 0.4 08| 061601208] 1.4 ]60|0841 08(80]2091 2
FABACEAE 2
Astrogatus flexuosus (Hook.)G. Don ASFLI Y - 204027]-02
Metfiotus clba Medic. MEALI | N 20]0571 0.4.] 40}3.75] 28
Meliotus officinalls (L.) Poll. MEOF) | NJ100i 9.7 | 58 | 8014281 3.2 100 12.1]10.6] 40)1.08| 0.6 - 6012411 1.8
Malilotus sp. MELL N 80505] 2.8 |
Madicogo lupulino L. MELUY | N 4010531 04
Medicago sotivo L MESAI | N 201021| 0.2
Psoraleo tenulfloro Puish. PSTEl Y 2010231 0.2
Viclo omericana Muhl, ox Willd. VIAMI | Y 401{054] 0.4 201021 0.2
POACEAE
Agiopyion cilstatum (L) Goerin. aceri N eo] 12 72 40046} 0.a | 201253] 1.4 40054} 0.4 | 80979 6.6 | 601043} 06
Agropyion Intermedium (Host) Beguv. AGINY IN1100j 2685 16 |100] 38 | 28.41100) 422| 37 ) 80)903| § 100|206 14.4| 100} 22 | 16.45100} 40.7127.4}100) 4951 47.4]100] 52 | 49.8
Agropyron smithil Rydb. AGSMI | Y] 40 [201§ 1.2 [ 20( 1.6} V2 40| 8.66] 48 4012671 1.8
Aristida purpurea Nutt. var. robusta (Merdll) Holm. & Holm. ARLO! [ Y] 20(033 022010531 0.4 }40]0.68| 0.6 201029] 02]20]0271 02
Bromus inermis Leyss. BRINY | NJ100{ 46.21 27.6]100) 48.41 36.2§100] 37.2| 32.6]100| 73.3 | 40.6[100] 76.6| 53.6]100] 65.4 | 48.8] 1001 44.2{ 29.8 | 100| 46.1 | 44.2]100] 42 | 40.2
Bromus joponicys Thunb. ex Murt. leriat [N 4010531 0.4 [ 20[0.23] 0.2 - 20]021] 02 ] 40]0.42] 0.4
Poq pratensls L. POPRI | N - - - 2010211 0.2
Total Cover 5.8 7248 87.6 55.4 70 67.4 95.8 05.8

Frequency s peicentage of the totol numbet of lionsects that o given species was encountered on (n=5) )
Rolatve Cover a meon parcent covor of o givon spacias expressed os a percenioge of Ihe fotal vagetative cover of all specias encounterad (n-5)(lo|oi. # nns o! o spedes/lolo! # hits of afl specles)
Apsolute Cover « the mean numbaer of hits of o given spacies expressed as 0 parceniage of 1he totol number of hits possible (100 hils/lronsect; n-5)(lotoi 4 hil ol o spedes/lo!d number of hils possibla)
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- TABLE 12. FOLIAR COVER COMPARISONS AT RIPARIAN WOODLAND ECMP SITES FOR 1993, 1994, AND 1995

RIPARIANSITES - .- - -
TR03-93 TR03-94 TR03-9S TRO5-93 TRDS5-94 . TROS-95 TR10-93 TR10-94 TR10-95
F F F F F}. . - |F F F F
s R IR A R[R A R IR A RIR™ (A RIR A IR {R- A R |R A R IR A R R A
P E|E ] E|E B E|E :] EJE 8 E|E B ‘B E 8 E|E 8 EE B E|E 8
E N|lea]L S QL s ajL s ajlt s Qll s alt S ajlL S Qijtl S Q| s
c AJUIACIOCIUIACIOCJU|AC|IOCJUIACIOCIU|lACIOCIU]IACIOCIU|ACIOClU|lAC|IOC|U{AC|OC
[+ T|E|TOJLOJEITO|ILO|E|TOILOJEITO|LOLE]T OfL O]'E-|{T OiLOl E|TOJLO]E|T O|LtO]E]|T O|]L ©
(o] YN VIVUVENTL VIUVIN|EVIVUVIN]LVIUVEN]|T ViU VINTL VIVUVIEN T VIUVIN]T Viu V] N T Viu v
D VIC IV EiT E|C |V E|T E|CI|V E|T EJ]C |V E}T EJC |V EJT EJCJV E|IT E]C |V E|T E|]C |V E]T EJC |V E}T E
3 €] vyie RIER| YIE RJeE R| Y{E RIER] Y€ RIER] Y |E R{E R] Y ic Rl Rl YIE RIE Rl YIE RlE R YI|E R|E R
SCIENTIFIC NAME
ANACARDIACEAE
Toxicodendron rydbergl (Small ex Rydberg) Greens TORY! | Y 201089| 0.6 | 20]084¢ 06
APIACEAE i L
Clcula maocutalo L CIMAL | Y 20| 0271 0.2 ) 201045| 04 ‘- -
Conlum macutatum L COMAY N1 20{029! 0.2 20{301} 1.6 20200/ 1.2
ASCLEPIADACEAE s
Ascleplas specloso Tour. ASSPY {Y]&0 11471 40{ 053] 0.4 1 2011.35] 1.2 ] 20:0.82] 04 i i 4011.19] 0.8 | 8011.96] 1.4 ] 80]1.42] 1.2
ASTERACEAE )
Achillea mitefolium L. ssp. lonuloso (Nuil.) Piper ACMIV | Y |40 11.981 0.8 | 20| 0.53] 0.4 mE ;-
Ambrosio psilostochya OC. AMPS) | ¥ 20/ 02721 0.2 | 201022} 02140i3.67| 1.8 }120§038]-02)40)07]04]40[/050) 04]201028|/02]|40}j094} 0.8
Arctium minus Bamnh. ARMD | Y 201022]| 02 - - .
A ) fiigido Willd. . I K g 20 03] 02
Artamnisio ludoviciano Nutl. ARLUY | Y e 201084] 06 ] 20(0.47) 04
Aster aricoldes L. ASER1 | Y| 601088| 0.6 | 20| 0.27{ 0.2 | 20{0.22] 0.2 2010381:02 |20} 07 { 0.41100! 386! 26 |1401084]| 06| 20]/024] 0.2
Astar hesperus A. Gray ASHE! | ¥ 20(0.22{ 02 : A 20| 0.47| 0.4
Aster porteil Giay ASPOL | Y N A S I R 201024| 02
Carduus nutans L. CANUI | N{20)0.29] 0.2 201075104 | -
Centourea diffusa Lom CEDIl_ | NJ2010.501 04| 20i 0.27] 0.2 i =
Cichorlum Intybus L CINI N b A P FPEE GO 2011191 08 ] 204 14 1 {40 331 28
Clrslum orvense (L) Scop. CIAR] | N 1100} 10.61 2.2 1100] 9.87] 7.4 }100| 9.66| 8.6 |100] 26.7 | 124]100{ 169] 9-{ 601361 78 ]180| N9} B |60} 7.28] 52 160]|104] 88
Conyza canadensls {L.) Cronq. COCAll Y - - 2012971 2 ]20{1.12]| 08
Loctuco sericlo L. LASE! | N 60} 09108]20({245{ 121201075} 04]20]105| 06]40(11.19] 08 |60{ 1.4} ) J40]0.47) 0.4
Solidogo missouriansis Nuit, SOMIT | Y |20[0.29) 0.2 4010451 0.4 401089| 0.6 | 401 1.12] 0.8 | 40 |0.471 0.4
|solidago molls Bast. SOMO1| ¥ 0751 0.4
[soiidogo ngida L lsorn | v 20 022] 02 .
{Sonchus asper (L) HIb |soast | N 20 J0.22| 02 -
Toraxacum officinale Weber TAOF1 | N 2010241 0.2
Xonthlum strumarium L. XAST1 | Y 404{ 0.7 | 04
BORAGINACEAE Y
Cynoglossum officinale t. CYOF) | N . 204022] 0.2 i I e S I 201031 02201056} 04]601071] 0.6
Onosmodlum molls Michx. ONMOY v | 4010591 0.4 [ 40| 08] 06 Cos :
BRASSICACEAE ] N S
{Alyssum minus (L) Rothmoler A | N i 20022} 02 L
|Barbarea oithoceros Ledeb. BAORL | N 60 ai 3 [e0]225] 2 |20 1.22] 0.6 f60|4s1] 2.4 ] 20[h.30] 0.8 -
Dascuroinio dchordsont (Sweet) Schuitz DERIN | Y 21022} 0.2 . S
Nasturtium officinale R. Br. NAOF! | N 20|3.82| 34 -
Sisymbrium altissimum L. ISIALY N}2010201 0.2 - :
CLUSIACEAE | N
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TABLE 12. FOLIAR COVER COMPARISONS AT RIPARIAN WOODLAND ECMP SITES FOR 1993, 1994, AND 1995

RIPARIAN SITES

TR03-93 TR03-94 1R03-95 TRO05-93 TRD5-94 - TRO5-95 TR10-93 TR10-94 TR10-95
3 £ 3 3 Pl E F [ F
s R {R A RjR A R IR A R |R A R IR A .R|R A R |R A R R A R R A
P EE B EIJE 8 t£|E B E|E -] € |E 8 € |E° |8 EIE B E|E -] E|E B
E N{@Q|t S Qit § Qit s a|t S ajt s alt, |s Qijl S Qltl b ajl §
[ AJUjacCioCjulACiOCiUVUIAC|IOC|U]|AC|OC UTKCQC'U-A"COCUACOCUACOCUACOC
[ tle[vofto]lejroltofe|rolto]le|roft o] E Ile,E'IjOLOE!OLOEYOlOEIOI.O
[} INIVUVNIVUVNIVUVNlVUV»N--I;-VU_V\NlV_UVNlVUVNlVUVNIVUV
o] VCVETECVE!ECVETEC\('E,!EC\‘IV}ET,,E_'C'V‘_EI'ECVE!ECVETECVE'I'E
E el vle RIe R} Y le RIE R Y [E R{e R} Y IE RIE R] Y-{e RIE R] Y-|€"RIE R} Y IE RIE R} Y {E RIE R] Y |E RIE R
SCIENTIFIC NAME ) el
Hypedcum peroratum L. HYPEl [ N | 40(0.50] 0.4 | 40| 0.531 04 | 20]0.22} 0.2 - il C
CYPERACEAE -
Corex brevior (Dew.) Mack. ex Lunall, CABRY | ¥ 201022) 02 2010351 02 100l 104] ¢
Carex elaocharls Bolley CAEL | ¥ = MR R 401071 06
Carex lonuginoso Michx CALAL | Y 40157114 201075] 04 :
Corex nobraskensis Daw. CANEY | Y | 8011046] 7.2 | 60l 9.6] 7.2180[831] 7.41601245| 1.2]140[7.14] 38 1 6013.48|- 2 J6011.19| 08 | 6019.52]| 68 | 6012.83| 24
Corax prosgrocils W, Booit. CAPRI | Y 20| 08! 06 ]20]|247] 22 = B |- 201071] 06
Carox stipata Muhl. CASTI | ¥ . 204§1.68] 1.2
{Eleochoris aciculors (L) R. &S. ELACH | v - i B 4~ 120]415] 28
|Etoocharis maciostachya 6ritt. EwmA) | v 60]315] 28 T AR 40]22| 1.8
|eteochoris panvut (R. &S.) Unk ex Blutf ELPA} | ¥ 40 1.6l 12 20038 02| | f -
IScupusomanccnusPers. SCAMI | Y 20/041] 02 ] 20| 226| 1.2 ) 402004 1.2-
|Scltpusnomdus(erm.)Fem SCPAL | ¥ 40} 1.07] 0.8 { 20}0.45] 0.4 i -201-3.51 08 |- B
|5clmus valigus Vohl. SCVAL | ¥ 20| 082} 04 | 40]10.75] 0.4-
|esuisETaCEAE |- B
Equisetum arvense L. EQARL | ¥ 20022 02 - )
IEqulselumhymoiaL. leann | v 3 20} 0501 04
Equisetum logvigatum A. Br. EQLAY | ¥ ) 401084] 06140 1.65] 1.4
FABACEAE
Glycyrthizo tepidoto Puish. GLLE! | Y 40| 48| 3.6 | 20)3.82| 3.4 20(1.88] 1 [40]279] 16 2013.64] 26 ]4011.89| 1.6
Lathyrus eucosmus Butters and St, John LAEUL | Y 201024] 02
Luplnus argenteus Pursh. LWAR] | Y ] 200291 0.2 ] 20! 0.27{ 0.2
Madicogo lupulna L. MELWUY | N . 20{ 03 02
Msliotus altbo Medic. MEAL) | N 201035} 0.2
Psoralea tenuifiora Pursh. PSTE] Y 200.22] 0.2 -~
Thermopsls thomblfola vor. divaricarpa Nels. THRHY | v | 60 13.531 2.4 ] 40i 1.07) 08 | 60| 0.67) 0.6 ] 201245} 1.2 20| 1.13]| 06 ] 20}1.05) 06 j60[1.48] } | 401224} V6 ]40|094] 08
GERANIACEAE :
Geranlum coespitosum Jamas GECAI] ¥ 147 | o0f 16| 1.2 ]20]067] 06
JUNCACEAE
Juncus baiticus Willd. Jusal | v |00l 30 1 204]100f 37.1]27.8]100] 20 117.8] 401B.18] 4 | 401977] 52 120(4.53] 26 {601 103) 13 [ 601162/ 116] 60 66 56
Juncus dudley Wieg. JUDU) | Y 120|050 04 : ) 2011.19] 08 2010241 0.2
Juncus ensifolius Wikst. var_montanus (Engim.) C. L Hiiche. JUENY | Y 20022} 0.2 N
Juncus torrayl Cov rol | v 201035{ 02
LAMIACEAE .
Lycopus cmericanum Muhl. ex Barton LYAMI | ¥ 20]0.22] 0.2 2 N O :
Mentha arvensks L. MEARI | Y | 20 1.761 1.2 | 60! 1.07! 08 | 60| 09 | 0.8 201038 02-)-20{0350 024010501 04120{056| 04 {2070.24] 02
Monarda fistulosa L. MOHR) | v ]401235] 1.6 20i 1871 1.4120] 091 0.8 N et M S R 4010561 04 120]1047] 0.4
Nepeta calorlo L NECA1 | N| 40)0.59) 0.4 | 20| 0.27] 0.2 6013261 22{20]10551 04 12010.24]| 0.2
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TRO3-93 TR03-94 TR03-95 TR05-93 TROS5-94° TR10-93 TR10-94 TR10-95
F F F F Fo:o|-=|Ff -l & F F

s RIR |A |riR {a Jrfr [A {r|&"[A |RIr -|A- |r|R |Aa~|R|R |A |R|R & jR}R jA
P E|e |B |ele {8 Je|e (8 JE|e [B {EJE B -J-E-{E (B E|E |8 |E|e |8 |EJE |8
E [N|JalL |s |Jeft (s falL |s |t |s et (s -Ja]|r. |s Qljt 15 |afL s Ja|L |s
¢ |ajJulaclocluv|aclocjulacloc]lu|aclocluiacioclu|acloclulacioc]ulac|loc]uliacloc
c |r]e|rolto]le|roitLo]e|rolto]le|rolto]le]|rojto]le|roltole|rojLo]lefjrolto]leirofLo
o JuINnliviuvInjr vjovin]i viuv]n|t vuvin]t vio v N viuvIn]s vio vl afr viovinfl viev
o |v|]c|veE|telciveirElc|vE|r e]lc|velT EjcivElr ejc|vE|re|lc|vEjr elc]v e[t EJlc]v ElT &
€ |Elvle rle o} v |e rie RE Yt Rle Rl v |c RiE Ry Y JE RIE RY Y |E QIE R Y IE RIE R} Y & RIE Ry Y IE RIE R

[SCIENTIFIC NAME

|Prunstio vuigaris L PrRVUI | ¥ 20{0.22]| 02

|stochys potustris L. stPA2 | ¥ 20] 0271 02 40(056] 0.4

ULIACEAE M

Asparogus officinalls L. ASOF) | N 2001.19]/ 08 | 20} 084] 04

LINACEAE .

Linurn perenne L. var, lewlstt (Puish.) Eat. & Wiight LIPEY Y 201 0.271 0.2 0.22] 0.2

ONAGRACEAE

Epfioblum ciliatum Raf. epcit | v]eolaar]| 3 20| 0.22| 0.2 401148| 1 1201084} 06]{20]024] 0.2

Oanothera blennis L. ogen_| ¥ 40] 053} 0.4 |20 0.22] 02| a0 1.63] 0.8 | 201113 06{20/035] 02(20{ 03] 02]20/028( 02

POACEAE :

Agropyron Intermedium (Host) Beauv. AGINI | N] 201059( 0.4 . 201 0.24] 0.2

Agropyron repens {L.) Beouv. AGRE | N} 2010591 04 | 20| 1.07] 0.8 | 40]225] 2 ] 20}04i] 0.2 ~“]2/)035]02]60[237| 1.6]20[1.32] 08| 40]283] 2.4

Agropyron smithii Rydb. AGSMI| v 60]3.24] 22| 20| 053] 04 ]40[1.02] 1 J20|204] 1 20] 07| 04a]l40]504] 3814011021 08 ]80]3.07] 26

Agrostis stolonifero L. AGSTY | NjBofs.24] 56| 60f 2671 2 {60] 181 1.6]100]9.30| 46 }80[8.27]" 60]6062] 3814002671 18 |60 281 2 f60]236] 2

Andropogon gerordi Vitmon ANGE] | ¥ 20 0.22| 0.2 .

|Boutetoua groclis (H. B. K.) Log ex Giiffiihs BOGR1| Y SR T 20{028| 0.2

[Bromus tnermis Layss. Jerint [ N} 20]1.18] 08 20|067] 06)40]245] 1.2 |40]226] 1.2 ]40]279] 1.6 1201237} 1.6 20[364] 26| 20]4.48] 3.8

[Bromus japonicus Thunb. ex Mut. |eriar [ Nja0]0.18) 08| 4ol 1.331 1 [80[7.64] 6.8 ) 401122 06 [40) .51 08.J60f1.74] 1 J40]|2.37] 1.6 {60|532] 38 [60]6.13] 5.2

Bromus tectorum L. I_s_nm N 20| 0.22| 02 D 20 |024] 02

Doctylls glomerata L. DAGLY | N} 201 0.29]| 0.2 5 »

Echinochloa crusgolii (L) Beouv. lecem | N 201 143] 7 B

Elymus canadensls L ELCA) | Y ]4012351 18 201041/ 02 }201038{ 02]20]035|.02]20]103]02]{40]252{ 1.8]40]0.47] 0.4

Festuca pratensls Huds. FEPRY | Y {20059} 04 ] 20 0271 02]20]06.74] 6 J20j0.41] 02]60}147] 7.8 |100] 23.7] 13,6

Glycerto grandis 5. Wals. ex A, Gray GLGRY | ¥ . - lao]3as]| 2

Hordeum Jubatum L. HOJUL | ¥ 20/041] 02 40]07] 04

Learslo oryzoides (L.) Sw. LEORI | Y 201045| 04 . i .

Muhlenberglo racemosa (Michx.) 8, S. P. MURA) | ¥ 20{038] 0.2

Panicum virgatum L. PAVI1 | Y N 2011781 1.2 }20]084] 06 {d0]i18] 1

Phigum pratense L. PHPRI | N 20]0.291 0.2 200.22] 0.2 N

Poa compiesso L. POCOV| NY 2012650 18] 20l 1071 0.8 | 401 09} 08]40]7.76} 3.8} 401 12.1 64 ['40-1139] 8 4011511 10.2] 60] 16 | Na]&0( 193] 184

Poa protensls L. POPR) | N1 60]235] 16| 80] 48] 36]80] 271 240140(449] 22120075/ 04]40]1.301 081001445 3 Jeo| 7 | 5 |wool 7311 62

Poocens sp. POI 201022{ 0.2 |l

Sitonion hystrix (Nutt.) Sm. SHYT Y 201082} 04 Z . 20({0281 02

ISDOIobohJsospel(Mlchx)Kumh SPAS1 | Y - - 1. 1 o l2]D3s]| 02

Sporobolus cryplandius (Tou ) A Gray [secrl | ¥ 20103871 02]-" |-

|sporobotus sp. |spo1 . N 200241 02

Sperting pectinota Link SPPE} [ Y| 20]020( 02 20| 3.73] 28 201112} 1 .

Slipo robusto (Vasey) Scribn SIRO1 | ¥ e 20028 02
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TABLE 12. FOLIAR COVER COMPARISONS AT RIPARIAN WOODLAND ECMP SITES FOR 1993, 1994, AND 1995 -

RIPARIAN SITES -
TR03-93 TR03-94 TR03-95 TR05-93 TR05-94 -+ |+ ‘TRO5-95 TR10-93 TR10-94 1R10-95
3 F F F F F 13 F
S RIR |A RIR 1A RIR |A RIR A R A R{R |A RIR A RIR |A
P E|E 8 E|E B EJE 8 E|E B E L] E|E B E(E B E|E 8
E Nja]|l S ail s QL ] QL S Q. s a|t H Qlt H QL S
c AUACOCUACOCUACOCUACOC‘U' OClUl]AcCcloCluU|AC|lOC|V]|AC|IOC
c TPE|TO|LtOJE|TO|LO]E|T O|L O] E|T O]L O] E LOJE|TOJLOLE|T O|L Of EJT O|L ©
o FIN(P VIUVINJU VU VIN|) VU VIN]I ViU VN UVINIL VIUVIN]I VIUV|N]I VoV
b |v]c|veElr E|lcivelr elc|veEr efjc|vie|r E]lT TEjc|vElt Ejc|vE|r e]c|velre
£ E|lYIERIERYIE RIERjY | RIER|]YI|E R[ER] Y E R]YJE RIERIY|E RIER|Y]|ERIE R
|SCIENTIFIC NAME _ -
[stipa viricuta Trn. STVl Y 201 0.27| 0.2 o 20}089] 06 20]0.24] 0.2
[PoLvconACEAE i
Rumex crispus L RUCRI | NJ20|0291 02] 20] 0271 0.2 ] 20| 045) 0.al &0 ] 1631 081 20]0.75] 04 .. 2010281 02)20]024] 0.2
Rumex mexicanus Malsn. RUME | ¥ 40 09| 08 | " l20}o035] 02
ROSACEAE ] - _
Goum macrophylum Willd. GEMAI{ Y ] 401235] 1.6 | 20] 027 0.2 | 60| 2.47] 2.2 ) .
Potentilla hipplono Lehm. POHIN { Y 40] o0.8! 0.6 R
RUBIACEAE . N SR DS B
Galium gparine L. GAAPI| ¥ 6012471 22 - ~ 71201035} 0.2 4011421 1.2
Gatium boregie L. GABOL| ¥ 401 24| 1.8 . - 201 1.4 1
SCROPHULARIACEAE S N M
Unora doimatica (L.) Mill UDAI | N 201041] 02 ['20]038]-02] 201035 02]] -
Scrophularia ianceolota Pursh. SCLA2 | Y . b IR e ) 20| 0.47] 0.4
Verboscum blatoro L VEBLL | N e 20/028] 0.2
Varonica omericano (Rof.) Schwaln. ex Benth. VEAMI | ¥ 20| 0.27] 02 | 20]0.22] 0.2 L1 20028] 02
Veronico anagolis-oquatica L. VEAN? | N 201022] 0.2 : . -
SOLANACEAE
Physalls heterophylia Nees PHHE2 | Y 201022 0.2 - . .
TYPHACEAE : .
Typha lotifolia L. VLAl | v 140|088l 06 ] 20| 08] 06]40]067] 06]201327116]20]376) 2 {20{5231 3 |20)1.19] 08 20| 0471 04
VERBENACEAE
Lippla cunelfatio (Tor.) Steud. ucul v - 201028} 0.2
Vesbeng bracteata Lag. & Rodr. VEBRI | Y 40| 0.82] 04 : B
Verbena hastata L. VEHA) | ¥ 201051 04 {20]/0.28) 0.2] 20024} 0.2
Totol Absolute Cover (%) 68 75 89 49 ) s32| * 57.4 67.4 714 84.8
Frequency = percentoge of the total numbet of iansecls that a given specles was encountered on (n=5) .
Relative Cover = mean percent cover of a given spacies expressed os a parcentagse of the tolal vegetoltve cover of ol specles encountared (n=5)Xtotal # hits of 0 spocias/tolal # hits of oll specles)
Absolute Cover = the meon number of hits of o given specles expressed as o percentage of the 1oto! number of hits possible (100 hits/transect; n=5Xtotal # hits of 0 specias/total number of hits possibla)
. . i 4
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TABLE 13. SHRUB COVER AT ECMP SITES-(1994 1995) -

1994 . 199%

Sample - Relatwe “+Absclute Relative  Absolute

Site  Scientific Name Speccode Native | Frequency ‘Cover  Cover Frequency Cover Cover
TRO2 Rosa arkansana Porter ROAR1 Y 20 .. 6250-.... 2,00 20 68.75 2.20
TRO2 _ Yucca glauca Nutt. YUGL1 Y 40 © v 3750750 1.20 40 37.50 1.20
TRO3 Amorpha fruticosa L. AMFR1 Y 80 :68.49°° 24.80 60 56.95 25.40
TRO3 Salix exigua Nutt. ssp. interior {(Rowlee} Crong. SAEX1 Y 60 <2§".42 : 11.20 60 25.11 11.20
TRO3 Symphoricarpos occidentalis Hook. SYOC1 Y 40 = :849- 3.60 20 4.04 1.80
TRO3 Prunus virginiana L. PRVIM Y 20 -+ 1.89 . 0.80 40 2.24 1.00
TRO3 Rosa woodsii Lindl. ROWO1 Y 80 *1.89 - - 0.80 0 0.00 0.00
TRO3 Populus deltoides Marsh. var occidentalis Rydb. PODE1 Y 40 1.42 0.60 60 9.42 4.20
TRO3 Crataegus erythropoda Ashe CRER1 Y 20 0.47 0.20 20 0.45 0.20
TRO3 Rosa arkansana Porter ROAR1 Y 20 - 0.47° 0.20 40 1.79 0.80
TRO3 Salix lutea Nutt. SALU1 Y 20 . 0.47 0.20 0 0.00 0.00
TRO4 Rosa arkansana Porter ROAR1 Y 20 - 100.00 0.20 40 100.00 0.80
TRO5 Salix exigua Nutt. ssp. interior (Rowlee) Crong. SAEX1 Y 20 51.70 15.20 20 56.56 16.00
TROS Populus deltoides Marsh. var occidentalis Rydb. PODE1 Y 20 :221.77 . 6.40 20 19.44 5.60
TRO5 Symphoricarpos occidentalis Hook. SYOC1 Y 40 1293 3.80 40 6.94 2.00
TRO5 Amorpha fruticosa L. AMFR1 Y 40 7 ’10 88 ., 3.20 40 12.50 3.60
TROS Salix amygdaloides Anderss. SAAM1 Y 0 2 04 .~ 0.60 60 5.66 1.60
TRO5 Rosa woodsii Lindl. ROWO1 Y 20 - ,0.68 "~ 0.20 0 0.00 0.00
TRO6  Yucca glauca Nutt. YUGL1 Y 60 - 100.00 - 1.60 100 100.00 1.60
TRO8 Yucca glauca Nutt. YUGL1 Y 0 70000 - 0.00 20 100.00 0.20
TR10 Salix exigua Nutt. ssp. interior (Rowlee) Cronq. SAEX1 Y 60 ..o 35:11 . 15.80 40 36.32 15.40
TR10 Amorpha fruticosa L. AMFR1 Y -~ 407 e 34 22 © 15.40 40 32.55 13.80
TR10 Symphoricarpos occidentalis Hook. SYOCh Y . 80 12 89 5.80 60 6.60 2.80
TR10 Prunus virginiana L. PRVI1 Y 607, . . 7.56 o 3.40 40 8.49 3.60
TR10 Rosa arkansana Porter ROAR1 Y “ 40  -4.89 - 2.20 60 9.43 4.00
TR10 Rosa woodsii Lindi. ROWOQO1 Y 80 . 444 - 200 20 1.89 0.80
TR10 Salix amygdaloides Anderss. SAAM1 Y 20 . .0.89 = 0.40 20 4.25 1.80
TR10  Populus deltoides Marsh. var occidentalis Rydb. PODE1 Y 0 - 7000 2 0:00 20 0.47 0.20
TR11 Rosa arkansana Porter ROAR1 Y 20 100.00 °  0.60 20 100.00 0.80

Frequency = percentage of transects species occurred in (n=5). :
Relative Cover = mean percent cover of a given species expressed as a percentage of the total vegetatnve cover of all species encountered
{n=5){total # hits of a species/total # hits of all species) Tentias

Absolute Cover = the mean number of hits of a given species expressed as a percentage of the total number‘of hnts possuble

(100 hits/transect; n=5}{total # hits of a species/total number of hits possible}

Shrubs = woody vegetation < 2 m in height.
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TABLE 14. TREE COVER AT ECMP SITES (1994-1995)

1994 Lo 1995

Sample . Relative . Absolute Relative  Absolute

Site  Scientific Name Speccode Native| Frequency Cover Cover. . Frequency Cover Cover
TRO3 Populus deltoides Marsh. var occidentelis Rydb. PODE1 Y 60 89.77 . 15.80:} 60 95.06 15.40
TRO3  Salix exigua Nutt. ssp. interior (Rowlee) Crong. SAEX1 Y 20 6.82° 71,20 " 40 3.70 0.60
TRO3 Amorpha fruticosa L. AMFR1 Y 20 341 - . 060.-|. 20 1.23 0.20
TRO5  Salix exigua Nutt. ssp. interior (Rowlee) Crong. SAEX1 Y 20 . 61,07, ..16:.00-.{" 20 51.35 15.20
TRO5 Populus deltoides Marsh. var occidentalis Rydb. PODE1 Y 40 2595 - 6.80. .|. 40 37.16 11.00
TRO5 Salix amygdaloides Anderss. SAAMI Y 60 . 9.6 . 2.40 60 10.14 3.00
TRO5__Amorpha fruticosa L.’ AMFR1 Y 20 . 382.% 100" 20 1.35 0.40
TR10 Populus deltoides Marsh. var occidentalis Rydb. PODE1 Y 20 7455 8.20 ‘20 71.15 7.40
TR10 Salix amygdaloides Anderss. SAAMI Y 20 1455 . 1.60 " - 20 11.54 1.20
TR10 Salix exigua Nutt. ssp. interior (Rowlee) Crong. SAEX1 Y 20 10.91 - 1.20 - 40 17.31 1.80

Frequency = percentage of transects species occurred in (n =5}, .
Relative Cover = mean percent cover of a given species expressed as a percentage of the total vegetative cover-of eII specles encountered
{n =5)(total # hits of a species/total # hits of all species)

Absolute Cover = the mean number of hits of a given species expressed as a percentage of the total number of hlts poss1ble
{100 hits/transect; n =5){total # hits of a species/total number of hits possible) e . :
Trees = woody vegetation > 2 m in height.
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TABLE 15. PERCENT NATIVE RELATIVE FOLIAR
COVER AT ECMP SITES AND COMMUNITIES FROM 1993-1995

Percent Native Relative Foliar Cover
Sample Sit » 1993 1994 199__5 939_ Mean

86.8
62.6 72.1
76.2
o e
72.7 61.5 .
35.8 35.3 39.7
TR11 7.8 49.6
R R T s
73.9
.48.1

87.8

7:
o

i, - R o S
O AssaRg ommaaity

i ’

= R

Site values n=5
. Community values n=15
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TABLE 16. CURRENT YEAR PRODUCTION BIOMASS
AMOUNTS AT ECMP COMMUNITIES (1993-1994)

Community Biomass Type 1993 1994 93-94 Mean
Xeric Current Year Production (g/m?) 124.2 128.6 126.4
Xeric Litter (g/m?) 115.8 262.9 189.4
Mesic Current Year Production (g/m?) 117.4 120.1 118.8
Mesic Litter (g/m?) 167.1 225.0 191.1
Reclaimed Current Year Production (g/m?) 113.6 145.8 129.7
Reclaimed Litter (g/m?) 150.5 227.5 189.0

Community values based on an n=25

TABLE16.XLS
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TABLE 17. BIOMASS AMOUNTS AT XERIC, MESIC, AND RECLAIMED GRASSLAND ECMP SITES FOR 1994

' MESIC GRASSLAND

XERIC GRASSLAND RECLAIMED GRASSLAND
TRO1-94 TR06-94 TR12-94 § TR02-94. | TR04-94 | TR11-94 | TR07-94 TRO08-94 TR09-84
F F F F |- -F F F F F

s R R R Rl ::|R R R R R
P E|B E|B E|B E|B° | E|B E|B E|B E| B Els
E NjQil atl aiti Q| allt ajt aj|l a 1 aijt
[+ AjJjUuU]oO u o ulo ulo Uuio uvujl]o uijo [U) (o] vuilo
c T|E | M E|M E|M EIM E|M E|M E|M E M E|M
0 IITN|J]AC|{N|]AC|N|ACIN|AC|N]|JACIN|AC}I NJAC|N AC-I{N]JAC
D vlclisyjcjsy|lc|isYjc|sY|[Cc|sYlCc|sYjJcCc|sYy]C sY c|syY
E EjvyispP|{Y|[sPlY|SsSPlY|[SP]l]Y|sP|lY|sPlYISP|Y sP Yylsep

SCIENTIFIC NAME

AGAVACEAE

Yucca glauca Nutt. YUGLT |Y 4 X 4 X

APIACEAE

Lomatium orientale Coult. & Rose LOORT |y §20}j0.11]16] 0.06 | 28002} 8 {0.16] 8 X 8 | 0.03

ASCLEPIADACEAE

Asclepias pumila {(Gray) Vail ASPU1 |Y 4 X

ASTERACEAE

Achillea millefolium L. ssp. lanulosa (Nutt.) Piper ACMIT Y ] 4 ]0.10 "4 X 4 ]0.29

Ambrosia psilostachya DC. AMPST Y f 4 |003| 4 | 0.03 ] 121]1.22

Antennaria microphylla Rydb. ANMI1 Y § 4 | 0.03 4 | 0.06

Artemisia dracunculus L. ARDR1 |Y ) o8 [ 1.34

Artomisia frigida Willd, ARFR1 [y ] 20]1.07] 4 [ 030 | 8 |0.74}16]:3.67| 4 ]4.94

Artemisia ludoviciana Nutt. ARLUY Y j 121038} 4 | 0.08 12]'0.898] 4 | 0.61]62}10.61

Aster ericoides L., ASER1 |Y 4 | 0.03 |- . f20] 074} 28}13.28) 4 |0.11

Aster porteri Gray ASPO1 Y | 84}12.78 16 | 0.94§12] 1.47 ] -

Carduus nutans L. CANU1 N 8 | 2.88 4 |0684] 24| 0.86]28[|12.98

Centaurea diffusa Lam. CEDI1 N 4 | 4.69

Chrysopsis villosa Pursh. CHVI1 Y {92]11.12] 4 X 28 129620 3.16] 4 | 0.06 8 | 0.46

Cirsium arvense (L.) Scop. CIAR1 N . 4 1040} 20 10.43] 8 0.14 4 11.20

Cirsium undulatum (Nutt.) Spreng. CIUN1 Y 4 | 1.49 4 11.07] 4 ]0.24] 4 | 0.40

Erigeron divergens T. & G. ERDI1 Y 4 | 0.16 , . o)s8 ) X

Erigaron flagellaris A. Gray ERFL1 Y 8 |0.21112|/0.401 4 [0.06] 8 | 3.41

Gaillardia aristata Pursh, GAART (Y ] 8 | 0.16 8 | 0.19 [RIRs oA IR

Grindelia squarrosa (Pursh.} Dun. GRSQ1 (Y 4 1006] 24 ]1.78112] 7.86 4 0.02

Gutierrezia sarothras (Pursh.) Britt. & Rusby GUSAT (Y |-+ -8 11.92] 4 1030} 12 10.06] 4

Halianthus pumilus Nutt. HEPU1 [Y 4 002] . : 0.02

Kuhnia eupatorioides L. KUEU1 |V 4 | 2.06 4 1014} 4 | 0.06

Lactuca serriola L. LASE1 N 4 1002} 4 [002]| 8 10.16| 8 | 0.18

Liatris punctata Hook. LIPU1 Y ] 80] 8.43 60 |14.64 4 | 0.46

Ratibida columnifera {Nutt.) Woot. & Standl. RACOt1 |y 1 4 | 0.08 28} 093] 4 |o.08}] 4 X

Scorzonera laciniata L. SCLA1 N 12 ] 0.27 | - 64| 5971 64 | 4.69

Senecio plattensis Nutt. SEPL1 Y | 8 | 006 4 X 4 { 0.02

Solidago missouriengis Nutt. SOMI1 Y] 4 ]0.08
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TABLE 17. {cont.)

XERIC GRASSLAND MESIC GRASSLAND RECLAIMED GRASSLAND
TRO1-94 TRO6-94 TR12-94 | TR02-94 | TR04-94 | TR11-94 | TR07-94 TR08-94 TR09-94
F F F F - F F F F F
S R R R LR . R R R R R
P E|B E| B E|B |E|B | E|B E|B E|B E| B E|B
E NjQ |1 Q 1 a1 --fkali RN ajl allt Q L Qjl
c ajfulo ulo vlo " JTufo -.|ulo ulo vio v| o ujo
c TLE[|M E|M LEIm [Ef{M ] EIM E|lm E |m E| M E|M
o iIfjnlac|in|aclnlac]n|acln]|aci{n]jacfN]|Ac|IN]|] Ac|N|AC
p |vlclisvylc|sy|c|s¥|c|svy|c|svylc|sYylc|sY|c|sY | c|sY
E E{fy|sp|{visp]lyl|spPlvisPlY|spPlvy|sPlYy |sP|lY|sP]YisP
SCIENTIFIC NAME ) ‘ T E
Thelesperma megapotanicum (Spreng.) O. Ktze. THME1 |Y 4 | 0.48 .
Townsendia hookeri Beaman TOHO1 Y | 4 X [ B IR
Tragopogon dubius Scop. TRDU1 [N J16]0.14] 4 X 66 | 0.86§44]0.46)1 48} 1.71}36] 0.82] 8 | 0.16 4 {0.11
BORAGINACEAE | EETEO (AN
Lappula redowskii {Hornem.) Greene LARE1 |Y 41.°X-{:4-]0.06] 8| 0.08
Lithospermum incisum Lehm. LIN1 Y <4 X ]
BRASSICACEAE N .
Alyssum minus (L.} Rothmaler ALMI1 Nj24}j088) 8 | 984 | 72| 8.867}.32]1.3.78.J.16 | 2.46{ 18] 2.06§ 66 | 2.91]1 28| 0.93 | 441 1.02
Arabis sp. ARA1 - 4 j X |
Brassicaceae sp. BR1 168 | 0.02 I 8 | 0.06
Camelina microcarpa Andrz. ex DC. CAMI1 N8 |o002|36| 2.14]64]1.14] 4.]0.06)°36]0.77]40}0.76] 16 | 0.08] 4 X 4 | 0.08
Descurainia pinnata {Walt.) Britt. DEPI1 Y 8 | 0.08]20]|0.16}:32 | 068} 28| 0.42
Desgcurainia richardsonii {Sweet) Schultz DERI1 Y : - 4 | 0.0
Descurainia sp. DES1 . .1 4 X
Draba reptans {Lam.) Fern. DRRE1 Y Ji2]o0.08] 4 X 121006 8 |1 0.03]"8 |0.08} 4 X
Erysimum asperum (Nutt.} DC. ERAST |Y 8 | 0.22 : g
Erysimum repandum L. ERRE1 N 4 X
Lepidium densiflorum Schrad. LEDE1 Y 4 X
Lepidium sp. LEP1 8 ] 0.21 .1 12 ]0.06
Lesquerella montana (A. Gray) Wats. LEMO1 Jy J76|086}132]| 0.19 ]| 4 |0.10] 8 | 0.06 |- 4 X
Sisymbrium altissimum L. SIAL1 N 121 383] 8 |0.80)] 4 |0.06] 12{0.16] 8 X
Thlaspi arvense L. THAR1 N 4 ] 0.13
CACTACEAE
Coryphantha missouriensis {Sweet) Britt. & Rose comit |y 4] X 4 X 4 X
Echinocereus viridiflorus Engelm. ECVI1 Y f40f X 4 X 48 X §- C 186 X
Opuntia humifusa {Raf.) Raf. OPHU1 Y | 24 X 8 X 20 X 12 X 16 X 4 X 4 X
CARYOPHYLLACEAE : )
Arenaria foendlori A, Gray ARFE2 |y | 80| 7.94 66 | 3.14 s
Paronychia jamesii 7. & G. PAJA1 1Y 132] 1.16 i
Silene drummondii Hook. SIDR1 Y | 4 | 0.06
CHENOPODIACEAE S -
Chenopodium leptophyllum Nutt. ex Mog. CHLE2 |Y 4 X -16 [10.08) 4 | 0.03
CLUSIACEAE L e I
Hypericum parforatum L. HYPE1 N]28]o0.16] 4 | 0.02 | 8 | 0.29 4 10.02]) 4 X
n ER
6/26/97 TABLE17.XLS See last page lor column heading explanations. ° 20f 5
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TABLE 17. (cont.)

. MESIC GRASSLAND

XERIC GRASSLAND RECLAIMED GRASSLAND
TR01-94 | TR06-84 | TR12-94 | TR02-94 | TR04-94 | TR11-94 ] TR07-94 TR08-94 TR09-94
F F - F | B P I F F F F

s R R R R R R R R R
p E|B E| 8 E|B E|B: | E|B ElB E{B E B E|B
E NjQ ]I Q L} aijl ajt rajil atll Q ] Q ! alt”
c AjJuUuijo ujo vuijo 1] o juvijo ujo uilo ul| o uilo
c Tle|m E|m Elm ElM | Elm Elm EiM El m E|m
o tInlaclin|lacnN|ac]in|Aac|NlaciN|[jACIN]|]AC|N| AC|IN]AC
o |vlcisvlc|sy|]c|sy]ec|syY|lc|sy|]c|sY]Jc | sY|c|sY |c|sY
E E3 Y |SsSP}l Y s p Y|lspPlylspPlY|]SP]Y|SP Y |SP} Y S P Y |SP

SCIENTIFIC NAME

COMMELINACEAE

Tradescantia occidentalis (Britt.) Smyth TROC1 |Y 12 | 0.08

CONVOLVULACEAE

Convolvulus arvensis L. COAR1 [N 12 | 0.02| 8 0.068 | 68 | 4.00

Evolvulus nuttallianus R. & S. EVNU1 Y 8.1 0.18

CYPERACEAE

Carox eleocharis Bailay CAEL1 Y . . 16 | 8.81

Carex heliophila Mack. N CAHE1 Y [ 80| 4.34| 40| 3.12 | 96 [ 6.30] 16 099 | ° 68 [13.26

EUPHORBIACEAE -~

Euphorbia spathulata Lam. EUSP1_ Y 41 X | 8 |o.02

FABACEAE i e e

Dalea purpurea Vant DAPU1 JY | 8 | 0.36 4i].0.22

Medicago luputina L. MELU1 N IS B 652 ) 0.32] 48 0.98

Melilotus alba Medic. MEAL1 [N - e 8 | 0.1

Moelilotus officinalis (L.) Pall. MEOF1 [N - = 20 | 1.47 | 24 0.08

Oxytropis lambertii Pursh. OXLA1 jy §J 8 { 0.14 8 | 0.18 ki

Psoralea tenuiflora Pursh. PSTE1 Y § 32| 2.18 -40 ('3.30] 12 0.327} 20 | 1.66} 168} 1.47

Trifolium sp. TR R ) 4 X

Vicia amaricana Muhl. ex Willd. ViAM1 |Y 8 | 0.03] 18 | 0.45]| 18] 0.18 28 | 0.21

GERANIACEAE 1

Erodium cicutarium (L.) L'Her. ERCI1 N 4

[HYDROPHYLLACEAE

Phacelia heterophylla Pursh. PHHE1 (Y | 4 | 0.42 4 ] 0.78

LILIACEAE

Allium textile A. Nels. & Macbr. ALTE1 Y 4 | 0.02 1. . 4 X

LINACEAE ] L e

Linum perenne L. var. lewisii (Pursh.) Eat. & Wright LIPE1 Y 28 | 2.19 ‘§24)0.60] 8 | 0.03

MALVACEAE R |

Sphaeralcea coccinea (Pursh.) Rydb. SPCOt1 |Y 4 | 0.14]32] 0.94) 32 | 0.68

NYCTAGINACEAE : - I

Mirabilis linearis (Pursh.) Heimer! MILIY Y ]112] 0.13 8 |0.03) 8]0.06]| 181 0.27

ONAGRACEAE L

Gaura coccinea Pursh. GACO1 Y 4 | 0.02 4 {003] 18] 0.10

OROBANCHACEAE

6/26/97 TABLE17.XLS Soe last page for column heading explanations, 30f5




TABLE 17. (cont.)

XERIC GRASSLAND MESIC GRASSLAND RECLAIMED GRASSLAND
TRO1-94 | TRO6-94 | TR12-94 .| TR02-94 .| TR04-94 | TR11-94 | TR07-94 TR08-94 TR09-94
F F F F F F F F F
s R R R R, R R R R R
P E|B E|B E|B . JE] |.E | B E|B E|B E} B ElB
E Nja|t all alt. jao a |l Qjl Q! af 1 Qi
C Ajujo ujo vjo Juy ujlo vujo Uuilo U o uijo
c TlEIM E(m E|m I[E E|Mm. |E|m E |Mm El M E (M
o iIfjnjAaciN|ACc|iN]lAC]N N|AC|NJ]AC|IN|AC]|N AC NjAC
D viclsyYy|Cc | SsSY|C|s. c/ ’,_c sSsYy|cCc|sY}jJc|sY]C sY C|SY
E Ejvisplvlsel.ylsie]y Yiseplvisejvy|sp|lYy]|sPivisep
SCIENTIFIC NAME | o
Orobanche fasciculata Nutt. ORFA1 _|Y 8 X 8 X
PLANTAGINACE .
Plantago patagonica Jacq. PLPA1 Y 4 | 0.02 - 12 | 0.03
POACEAE ’
Agropyron cristatum (L.) Gaertn. AGCR1 |N - 4 {0.29
Agropyron intermedium (Host) Beauv. AGIN1 N b - 88 |51.20] 100 16.86 | 100]96.37|
Agropyron smithii Rydb. AGSM1 Y 18 | 3.39 068 134.198] 100 22.45] 88 | 22.24
Andropogon gerardii Vitman ANGE1 |y J40([1182] 8 | 1.97 | 28 | 6.20] 8| 1.80] . . 28| 9.44
Andropogon scoparius Michx. ANSC1 |y ]32]|6.94] 4| 188 ] 24469 |~ |
Aristida purpurea Nutt. var. longiseta {Steud.) Vasey ARFE1 Y 12 038 | 4 |o.08) 4 }0.18 8 | 0.94
Aristida purpurea Nutt. var. robusta (Merrill} A. Holm. & N. Holm]ARLO1 {Y 4 | 0.06 -112§ 0.40 4 | 0.08 4 0.18
Aristida sp. ARI1 4 | 0.06 tpeo
Bouteloua curtipendula (Michx.) Torr. BOCU1 |y je4]262]|24] 1.84 | 68 |4.88)28]4.66] 4 [ 0.50]24} 1.02
Bouteloua gracilis (H. B. K.) Lag ex Griffiths BOGR1 |Y §162}093]| 76| 3.64 {68 ] 1.368)680)/68.66] 768 | 8.94]62} 2.63
Bouteloua hirsuta Lag BOHIN Y |88]182]|40]| 0.66 | 481088136} 4.00] 8 { 1.26} 28] 0.88
Bromus inarmis Leyss. ssp. inermis BRIN1 N 80 181.81] 100] 100.61] 80 | 74.82
Bromus japonicus Thunb. ex Murr. BRJA1 Nj8 005]|36] 2.36 |20 0.1684]10.081100/34.37] 92|14.61] 4 | 0.03] 4 X 12 | 0.03
Bromus tectorum L. BRTE1 N 8 | 0.37 ] 36 | 2.11] 40| 6.07
Buchloe dactyloides (Nutt.) Engelm. BUDA1 Y | 16| 0.43| 4 | 0.02 32(1.22| 20| 0.77] 8 | 0.13
Koelaria pyramidata {Lam.} Beauv, KOPY1 |y 180(262]12] 0.24 | 32]1.22}12] X 4 | 0.27
Muhlenbergia montana {Nutt.) Hitchc. MUMO1 |Y § 40| 5.468
Muhlenbergia wrightii Vasey MUWR1 |Y 4 11.71
Poa compressa L. POCO1 N J16[4.03]132]10.86) 16| 3.82 ) 16 { 4.42] 8 | 6.31
Poa pratensis L. POPR1 NJj281392|16] 1.64 1 20| 1.04].4.]088] 20| 2.69]132]|4.67} 4 | 0.48
Sitanion hystrix (Nutt.) Sm. var. brevifolium (Sm.) Hitchc. SIHY1 Y] 8(038] 4| 002] 4 ]003f 4]0.06{
Sorghastrum nutans (L.) Nash SONU1 Y | 8 | 0.03 12 { 1.39 - :
Stipa comata Trin. & Rupr. STCO1 |y ] 680[6.93)92]47.10]100|66.71] 8| 0.82 652111.23
Stipa neomexicana (Thur,) Scribn. STNE1 |y 12 | 3.26 ) B O ~
Stipa viridula Trin. STVIN Y 8-1098| 18 | 0.40]80] 2.60
POLYGONACEAE ] .
Erlogonum alatum Torr. ERAL1 Y 48| 2.18 i ‘
PORTULACACEAE - e
Talinum parviflorum Nutt. TAPA1 |Y | 8 X
ROSACEAE
6/26/97 TABLE17.XLS See last page for column hoading explanations. ’ - 40of 5




TABLE 17. [cont.)

> B

XERIC GRASSLAND MESIC QRASSLAND RECLAIMED GQRASSLAND
TRO1-94 TRO6-94 TR12-94 | TR02-94-} TRO04-94 | TR11-94 } TR07-94 TRO8-94 TR09-94
F £ 'F YTE|l-.|F F F F F
S R R R ! R R R R R
P E|B E| B E|B |JE E|B E|B E|B E B E |B.
E N]j Q ] Q 1 Q ] Q Q ] ajt Q I Q 1 Q |
c AJjUVU O ujlo ulo U vuijlo vujo vio v o uilo
c TIE|M Elm Elm £ E|m E|M E |m E|l M E M
o ifnjac|nN]lAac|{N]AC]N N{AC{N|[ACIN/[AC| N AC N{lAC
D vic|sYy|cjsYy|]c|SsY{C c|sY|]C|sYjclsY}]cC SY C|SsY
E EfYy|{spPlYy]|]sPlY|]SsSep]Y Yy|sPlYylspPiYyispPly S p Y |SP
SCIENTIFIC NAME . A RN
Rosa arkansana Porter ROAR1 |Y 8 |- X 8 X 4 X
SANTALACEAE BEES
Comandra umbellata (L.} Nutt. CoOUM1 JYy § 4 ] 0.03
SCROPHULARIACEAE
Castilleja sessiliflora Pursh. CASE3 Y ]} 4 | 0.03
Linaria dalmatica (L.) Mill. LIDA1 N 92 | 61.47 - 20 | 4.26 ] 20| 2.69 4 0.08
Panstemon virens Penn. PEVI1 Y L3y RIRa I 4 | 0.82
Total Current Year Production (g/m*2) 102.6 167.7 126.6 101.1 113.2 146.1 139.6 120.1 172.7
Percent Native Current Year Production (by site) 91 48 - 74 48 686 0.39 0.36 0
Percent Native Current Year Production (by community) 74 83 0.256

Frequency = proportion of the total number of plots that encountered a given species (n=25)

Biomass CYP = biomass current year production (g/m?)
X = trace amount (< 0.01 g/m’)

6126197 TABLE17 XLS Seu last paego tor column heading explanations.
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TABLE 18. 1996 VEGETATION TYPES MAP SUMM;AR'Y_.:INEORMATION

Habltat Type Habitat Code Total Area (ft?) . Total Acres Percent of Site

Short Grassland

Wet MéédoWiMarsh Ecotone.

Mesic Mixed Grassland 96382881.3.

Xeric Tallgrass Prairie 331 78873781.2" f 1810 7 . 27.9
Reclaimed Mixed Grassland 324 281 10654.45 - 645 3 10.0
Xeric Needle and Thread Grass Prairie 332 8211554.1 188.5 2.9
Annual Grass/Forb Community 410 4269738:.9_ . - 98.0 1.5

1 1065436 8

Short Marsh 020 5310091.4 L 12 g
TaII Marsh e

Short Upland Shrubland 1718940.6 - . . .. 39.¢
Tall Upland Shrubland 230 1481618.6 .. 34.0
Savannah Shrubland 260 1343294.0- . .308
Riparian Woodland 110 12164515 - 27.9
Leadplant Riparian Shrubland 211 1143626.5 - . - 26.3
Willow Riparian Shrubland 212 627962.7 . : "14.4

.20 838.5 . 118
Disturbed and Developed Areas 420 37837811, 868.6 13.4
Open Water 0 1760988.7-. © - .40.4 0.6
Mudflats 090 467576.9 - . .. 107 0.2
Riprap, Rock, and Gravel Piles 530 323161.2° - 7.4 0.1
Tree Plantings 130 . 24149.7 0.6 0.0
TOTAL ACREAGE . 6485.0

A, 7




TABLE 19. SUCCESSIONAL STAGES ON THE EASTERN PLAINS OF COLORADO

Judd (1974}

Shantz (1917)

Costello {1944)

Annual weed stage

{1-5 years)

Mixed annual-perennial stage (3-
7 years)

Perennial stage (5-12 years)

Perennial climax grasses (10-50

years)

Early weed stage (1-3 years)
Late weed stage {2-5 years)
Short-lived grass stage (4-8

years)
Perennial stage (7-14 years)

Early short-grass® stage (13-25
yesrs) - L
Late short-griss. stage- (20-50

yéars) i

Initial stage (2-5 years)
Forb stage (3-6 years)

Short-lived perennial stage (4-10
years)

Aristida stage {10-20 years)

Climax: mixed prairie (20-50

years) -

.
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VEGETATION MAP BACKGROUND
e

During the winter of 1996, work was begun on updating the Site vegetation types map
(Figure 2 in the main body of the report) to make it more useful. The most important rea-
son for the update was that maps produced previously either were no longer current or
were not accurate enough for managing Site ecological resources.

8 An early vegetation map produced by Clark (1980) showed the vege-
tation as of 1974. Although it provides a good historical perspective
on Site vegetation, the map no longer accurately represents the Site
vegetation because of changes over ; the past two_decades resulting
from disturbances, stream: annel and flow alterahons and the elimi-
nation of grazing. EEA ST

" m In 1991, as part of the baselme ecologlcal characterization at the Site
(DOE 1992), an updated - vcgetatlon map was produced. It more accu-
rately represented the vegetation at the Site, but numerous errors were
present as a result of incomplete: ground truthing and the lack of an
accurate base map. .

m In 1994-95, an attempt was made to use multi-spectral imagery to
produce a vegetation map of the Site. Unfortunately, the map was not
as accurate as previous maps and was of little value for ecological
work at the Site.

As a result, the Ecology group, working in coordination with the Site GIS group, began
work on creating an updated vegetation map.

METHODS

A classification system (Appendix B) was developed based on the classification units
delineated on the older maps, interpretation of new vegetation monitoring information,
and the classifications (habitat-type categories) used for much of the other ecological
monitoring at the Site. A general wildlife habitat-type classification system was selected,
because it had been used on past maps and in past databases. Also, the lack of detailed
plant association data for the Site made a plant association map impractical, given the
time limitations for producing it.

Mapping was done primarily on the ground. The entire Site was traversed on foot, field
checked, and mapped in the field, by drawing map units on acetate-covered aerial photo-

1 g:\prodetn\cb3e0401\ecmplappa.doc




graphs (color, infra-red, and black and white) or blank maps of the Site. The minimum

size of mapping units varied depending on community type. Greater mapping detail was

achieved along riparian corridors than was possible in the grasslands. In the grassland

units, minimum mapping unit sizes were generally larger than those found in riparian

areas, because of the difficulty in determining actual position on the ground and problems

associated with seeing small community transitions on the aerial photos. In the riparian

woodlands, shrublands, and some wetland areas, where structural differences in vegeta-

tion were more easily visible in the photographs, more detailed mapping of smaller unit

sizes was possible. Aerial photographs used in the field were at a scale of 1:4,000. Data

delineated in the field were then transferred to acetate overlays on large, rectified black-

and-white orthophotos (1:6,000), which were available in digital format in the Site geo-

graphic information system (GIS). The delineated map units drawn on the acetate over

the larger photographs were digitized into the Site GIS, and digitized results were. - - .
.. .. -proofed; cleaned up;.and labeled with the classification units. Draft maps were, produced' s :
EP Q' ‘and checked for accuracy before the final vegetatxon map was produced by S

VEGETATION MAP RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The ﬁna.l updated 1996 vegetatlon types map is shown in Figure 2 (larger maps are avall- '
able from the Site GIS group). The total area covered by each classification type:-on the B
map was calculated from the GIS (see report, Table 18). The grassland communities
accounted for nearly 77 percent of the vegetation cover. Wetland areas provided
approximately 6 percent, and woodlands/shrublands approximately 3 percent, of the
cover. Other classifications, including disturbed and developed areas, open water, mud-
flats, riprap, and rock piles, accounted for about 14 percent. The disturbed and developed
areas included the Industrial Area (which was blocked out as a whole), mining opera-
tions, landfills, and the Site road system.

The new Site vegetation map provides important information for addressing ecological
resource management and environmental cleanup at the Site. Potential uses for the map
include, but are not limited to, the following:

m Land use planning

m National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) compliance
m Natural Resource Damage Assessment (NRDA)

= Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) issues

m Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act (CERCLA) compliance

m  Natural resource trustee and other cleanup issues

2 9:\prodetn\ch3e0401\ecmplappa doc
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Wildlife management concerns (including the Preble’s meadow
jumping mouse)

Tracking changes in plant communities

Identifying and protecting sensitive wildlife habitats and rare plant
communities

Tracking weed control and controlled burn effects

Showing the effects of habitat fragmentation

Providing information on wildlife corridor issues.

'1:5 -
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1996 VEGETATION MAP HABITAT CODES
|

000 AQUATIC AND WETLANDS HABITATS GROUP

Terrestrial Subgroup

010 Wet Meadow/Marsh Ecotone

Typified by the presence of Agrostis stolonifera, Spartina pectinata, or occasionally solid

stands of Poa compressa or Agropyron smithii. Other common plants found in this

classification type include Asclepias speciosa, Iris missouriensis, Cirsium arvense,

Rumex sp., and sometimes Arnica fulgens. Soils are usually fine, silty materials with few .

~rocks. These areas are commonly found on the edges of the streams, ponds, seeps, and -

o other wetter areas at the Site, often just beyond the short marsh and tall marsh class1ﬁca-"
= tnons L e '

& 3020 Short Marsh . B f Gl \»ﬂs"!";.-'f:-‘-.'»
Typlﬁed by stands of Carex sp. and/or Juncus sp. ThlS classification is usually wet and -
underwater for parts of the year. It has fine, muddy soils with few rocks. .

030 Tall Marsh
Typified by stands of Typha sp. and/or Scirpus sp. These areas are usually under water
and have generally fine, muddy soils with few rocks.

Open Water Subgroup
050 Ponds and Impoundments

054 Open Water
This classification was used for the ponds and other open water bodies at the Site.

Emergent Subgroup

090 Mudflats

This classification represents areas that often become exposed between the high and low
water marks along the pond margins. It also includes small pool areas that completely
dry out during the summer. Vegetation is usually sparse, but may include such species as
Echinochloa crusgallii, Rumex sp., Polygonum sp., or a few other grasses or sedges.

100 WOODLANDS HABITAT GROUP

110 Riparian Woodland
This classification is typified by stands of Populus deltoides, Salix amygdaloides, Ulmus
pumila, Populus albus, and perhaps a few other tree species. There may also be an
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understory of Prunus sp., Symphoricarpos sp., Salix sp., or other woody species. This
classification is found primarily along the drainage bottoms at the Site.

120 Ponderosa Woodland

Typified by scattered stands of Pinus ponderosa with some occasional Pseudotsuga
menziesii. This classification is found primarily on the western edge of the Site on the
northern edges of ridgetops. It is also common along the old railroad grade. It is often
surrounded by xeric mixed grassland.

130 Tree Plantings

This classification represents areas where trees have been planted for landscaping or
shelterbelt purposes. The only occurrence of this classification in the Buffer Zone is the
apple orchard. Areas of this classification are present in the Industrial Area, but no
vegetatlon mapping was done there for thls map - .

200 | SHRUBLANDS HABITATS GRdllP{:

210 Riparian Shrubland
This classification is composed of stands of Salzx extgua and/or Amorpha JSruticosa. 1t is
found primarily along the stream channels at the Site. This classification was broken
down into two other subdivisions, depending on which species was dominant.

211 Riparian Shrubland - Stands dominated by Amorpha fruticosa.-
212 Riparian Shrubland - Stands dominated by Salix exigua.

220 Short Upland Shrubland

This classification is dominated by stands of Symphoricarpos occidentalis and occa-
sionally Rosa sp. This classification is typically found in a wetter environment than the
Savannah Shrubland habitat described below. The short upland shrub is often found in
association with wet meadows and other aquatic/riparian/wetland classifications.

230 Tall Upland Shrubland

This classification is typified by stands of Crataegus erythropoda, Prunus virginiana,
and Prunus americana. Most of this classification is found on north-facing slopes in the
Rock Creek drainage. It is typically underlain by cobbly, gravely soils.

260 Savannah Shrubland

This classification represents areas of open shrubland with grassland between the scat-
tered shrubs. The predominant shrub for this classification is Rhus aromatica, but occa-
sionally Ribes ssp. and some other woody species may be present. Most of this
classification is found in the Rock Creek drainage at the Site.

5 . g:\orodein\cb3e0401\ecmplappa.doc
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300 GRASSLANDS HABITATS GROUP

310 Short Grassland
This classification is typified by stands of short grass prairie species, Buchloe dactyloides
and Bouteloua gracilis. Very little of this classification is found at the Site.

320 Mixed Grassland
This classification is broken down into three subdivisions found at the Site, which often

intermix, making boundary deliniations difficult between the classification types.

322 Mesic Mixed Grassland
This classification is dominated by Agropyron smithii, Poa pratensis, and Boute-
. loua gracilis. Other common species include Stipa viridula, Poa compressa, Bro-

. .the Xeric mixed grassland described below, these grasslands have more of a solid
.. - turf appearance as a result of the physiognomy of the species present The soﬂs are -

. mus Japonicus, and Alyssum minus. In contrast with the bunchgrass .appearance, of .

. ~‘considered to be clay loams and do not have the cobbly appearance at'the surface - ..

- .;that is typical of the xeric mixed grassland soils. Most of the hillsides on-the:Site- -

..are con31dered mesic mixed grassland, and their quality varies cons1derably The -
'me51c mixed grasslands on the western side of the Site seem to have been less

j--vdegl;aded by exotic, non-native invaders such as Bromus japonicus, Alyssum minus,
and Carduus nutans, than those on the eastern edge. For classification purposes, no
distinctions were made based on the impact of these exotic species. As long as an
understory of Agropyron smithii, Poa pratensis, or Bouteloua gracilis was present
beneath the exotic, non-native species, the grassland was still classified as mesic
mixed grassland.

323 Xeric Mixed Grassland

This classification is dominated by Andropogon gerardii, Andropogon scoparius,
Stipa comata, Muhlenbergia montana, Carex heliophila, Arenaria fendleri, Aster
porteri, Koleria pyrimidata, and Liatris punctata. The grassland has a bunchgrass
appearance as a result of the physiognomy of the species present. Stands of Yucca
glauca, which are found in a few spots primarily on ridgetops on the eastern side of
the Site, are also included in the xeric mixed grassland classification, because they
are often surrounded and intermixed with this classification type. This classifica-
tion is found on nearly all the pediments and ridgetops at the Site and is underlain
by Rocky Flats Alluvium. The soils are considered to be sandy clay loams with lots
of cobbles. The surface of the ground is usually very rocky. Two subdivisions of
xeric mixed grassland were recognized:

.331 Xeric Tallgrass Prairie

This subdivision is dominated by Andropogon gerardii and Andropogon sco-
parius. It also contains high cover of Muhlenbergia montana, Carex helio-
phila, Arenaria fendleri, and Aster porteri. Other tallgrass prairie species
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include Sorghastrum nutans, Sporobolus heterolepis, and Panicum virgatum.
The soils are usually visibly cobbly on the surface.

332 Xeric Needle and Thread Grass Prairie

This subdivision is dominated by Stipa comata and Stipa neomexicana. It
contains very little Andropogon gerardii and Andropogon scoparius. The
soils are not quite as visibly cobbly as the xeric tallgrass prairie.

324 Reclaimed Mixed Grassland

This classification is dominated by Bromus inermis, Agropyron intermedium,
Agropyron cristatum, Melilotus sp., Convolvulus arvensis, and other planted or
adventive species. This classification covers all Site areas that have previously
been farmed or disturbed, and then revegetated with various seed mixtures. Large

tracts of this habitat type are found in the southeastem portlon of the Site and in

and a:ound the Industnal Area

400 DISTURBANCE HABITAT GROUP - .

410 Annual Grass/Forb

This classification is dominated by a plant commumty of annuals such as Bromus japoni- -

cus, Bromus tectorum, Centaurea diffusa, Helianthus annus, and other associated species.
This category was used when little or no mesic mixed grassland community existed
beneath the annual species listed above. These areas were often disturbed, unrevegetated
areas or areas where reclamation efforts had failed and an annual, early successional stage
had established.

420 Disturbed /Barren Lands (Roads)
This classification was used for the roads and Industrial Area and other dlsturbed barren

areas.

500 STRUCTURES AND STRUCTURE ASSOCIATIONS HABITATS GROUP

530 Rock and Gravel Piles
This classification was used for rip/rap piles along stream channels and on dam faces.
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EcMP 1993-95 DATA SETS
5

The following list provides information for analyzing and interpreting the 1993-95 EcMP
terrestrial vegetation data sets. The filenames and associated concerns are addressed.

GENERAL COMMENTS CONCERNING THE DATA SETS

S The phenological-state data contained in all the belt transect data sets must be used with
o o caution. The method in which it was gadthered did not take into account abundance asso-
e " ciated with each phenological state; also,:not all the states recorded for each specles are

~ contained in the electromc data sets ' S -

1993 DATA SETS

1993 EcMP terrestrial vegetation samphng was conducted by a subcontractor to EG&G.
Technical problems were encountered with the"data sets largely as a result of sampling
errors attributable to the field personnel’s lack of familiarity with the Site flora. All
vegetation sampling was conducted in mid- to late summer. Correct field identification
of many species was a constant problem and must be considered when interpreting the
data sets.

belt931.dbf Contains the “spring 1993” belt transect data. The term “spring” is a mis-
nomer, however, because sampling was conducted in July. Therefore, this
data set does not include the spring ephemerals from the sites.

belt932.dbf Contains the late summer 1993 belt transect data. The woody stem density
data include a number of subshrub species such as Gutierrizia sarothrae,
Artemesia frigida, Artemesia dracunculus, and others that were not
included in counts during the 1995 sampling, so this must be taken into
consideration when analyzing the data to obtain comparable numbers.

pit932.dbf  Contains the late summer 1993 point-intercept transect data. The basal
cover portion of the data set is of no value and should not be used for any
analyses because of serious inconsistencies and problems with the sam-
pling. The foliar cover portion of the data set is usable, however.

quad932.dbf Contains the late summer 1993 production plot sampling. The data were
collected in such a manner as to only allow determination of total biomass
for all species combined. Annual biomass of individual species cannot be

e




determined from the data set, because current-year dead and previous-year
dead materials were not separated by species.

pnut931.dbf Contains plant nutrient data from the first 1993 sampling session. No
known problems with this data set.

pnut932.dbf Contains plant nutrient data from the second 1993 sampling session. No
known problems with this data set.

1994 EcMP DATA SETS

. 1994 EcMP terrestrial vegetation sampling was conducted by EG&G (Site) staff ecolo- . .« ...& .
" gists. The late summer sampling session in 1994 lasted from August through the end ofi, . ,
i :September as'a result of the large amount of sampling conducted. The length of. tlme-'
- over whlch the data were collected could have some effect on the’ mterpretatio" of tcertam SRR S
‘”results N : : - o

O

o belt941 dbf Contams the spring 1994 belt transect data. No known problem

belt942 dbf - Contains the late summer 1994 belt transect data. The woody stem dens1ty~.
data include a number of subshrub species such as Gutierrizia sarothrae,
Artemesia frigida, Artemesia dracunculus, and others that were not
included in counts during the 1995 sampling, so this must be taken into
consideration when analyzing the data to obtain comparable numbers.

pit942.dbf  Contains the late summer 1994 point-intercept transect data. No known
problems.

quad942.dbf Contains the late summer 1994 production plot data. These data were
collected such that species-specific biomass production can be determined.

1995 EcMP DATA SETS

1995 EcMP terrestrial vegetation sampling was conducted by RMRS (Site) staff ecolo-
gists. No production plot data were collected in 1995.

belt951.dbf Contains the 1995 spring belt transect data. As mentioned for the 1993
and 1994 point-intercept data sets, in 1995, a change was made concerning

what woody species were counted.

belt952.dbf  Contains the 1995 late summer belt transect data. No known problems.
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pit952.dbf

Contains the 1995 late summer point-intercept transect data. No known
problems.
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